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ABSTRACT
Urbanizing areas throughout the nation are considering
governmental reorganization or consolidation to coordinate
planning and improve the cost effectiveness of the delivery of
public services.
More efficient water supply and wastewater
services may become important in the political debate over
reorganization.
However water factors figure politically,
accomplished reorganizations must carefully plan for efficient
provision of water services.
This study profiles the structure and interactions of
municipalities and water service agencies in Utah's Salt Lake
County during the 1970s.
Both 1975 and 1978 attempts to consolidate Salt Lake City and the unincorporated area of the
county failed.
The voting patterns, interest group positions, and ~ssues
are examined.
One major water issue surfaced in a concern
that service jurisdictions and financial obligations were not
sufficiently defined to protect the communities previously bound
through water service agreements but excluded from the consolidated government.
Additionally, the proposed dissolution of the
County Water Conservancy District raised doubts on the division
of equity in water rights and distribution facilities.
Any large water development stabilizes institutional arrangements to a degree which may become a financial and legal
constraint to desired change. Overall, nonwater issues dominated
the decision in this water sensitive area.
This implies that
water service jurisdictional alignments are set by political
decisions based on nonwater considerations. Water utilities must
do their best to be effective in the resulting context.
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CHAPTER I
URBANIZATION, WATER SERVICES,
AND GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION
Issue Background

areas still have abundant water.
However, political forces that would
correct this problem can expect opposition from those with the more reliable
or less costly water supplies.

Urbanization introduces needs for
some new governmental services and
alters needs for others. As towns grow
into cities and cities coalesce into
a continuous metropolitan complex, a
once effective division of relatively
independent service responsibilities is
transformed into a situation where
increasing economies can be realized
through cooperation and coordination.
The vestigial fragmented administration
of municipal services makes it difficult
to provide areawide needs in a systematic way, makes it difficult to
achieve scale economies, increases the
need for special coordinating activity,
and may create significant disparities
in the quality of management, services
provided, and tax burdens borne. These
conditions provide an incentive to
reorganize services and realign jurisdictions, but many residents resist
reorganization in order to preserve
community identities and to be able to
cont inue to. take advantage of past
investments that their communities have
made to provide for high quality services (e.g., firmer water rights or
larger storage reservoirs).
Both the
forces that favor reorganization and
those that oppose it emerge in the political arena where water issues join
with many other municipal problems and
the form of government and the arrangements for municipal services are eventually decided.
Service inefficiencies
from the metropolitan viewpoint are evidenced by disparities in frequency of
water shortages and in cost as may be
seen when recently developed suburban
areas experience hardship while older

In any metropolitan region, a
variety of water agencies are in operation. Most municipalities operate water
or wastewater facilities, and more than
one-third of all special districts
nationwide administer some kind of water
function (drainage, flood control, water
supply, or sewer). According to one
estimate (Okun 1978), over half of the
50,000 water supply systems in the
United States serve fewer than 1,000
persons, and many of these serve urban
enclaves.
A like number of entities
provide wastewater disposal, some being
combined with water supply services.
Moreover. the trend seems to be in the
direction of more rather than fewer
water service entities.
The number of
sewerage and water supply districts
increased by 14.1 percent and 6.3
percent respectively from 1972 to 1977
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 1978:5).

Water services generally benefit
from areawide adminis t rat ion.
Water
availability and wastewater disposal
sites depend more on watershed than
on municipal 'boundaries, suggesting
the importance of coordination among
service units.
Water supply and wastewater treatment are relatively capital
intensive enterprises, suggesting the
potential for significant economies of
scale.
Urbanization does not automatically
lead to a reorganization. Citizens may
1

have unfavorable perceptions of how
reorganization will affect the costs,
reliability, and efficiency of local
governmental services.
Many prefer
to maintain familiar current arrangements rather than expose themselves to
the uncertain consequences of major
changes.
Fear of los ing management
control and community identity is often
the most deep-seated source of opposition.

overlap, and agencies have a variety of
contractual arrangements--some with one
another, others with state or federal
water agencies, and still others for
repayment of debts.
Entities vary in
amounts of indebtedness and stages of
debt repayment.
Thus, many legal and
financial reconciliations are necessary
if water services are to be included in
a general purpose government reorganization.

Although water supply and waste
treatment are only a part of the total
program of local government, these
services can generate important issues
that need to be faced by a movement for
urban reform.
Water services are vital
in the ways they affect the lives of
citizens--sustaining life, contributing
to cleanliness and health, making
surroundings more pleasant and beautiful, providing fire protection, and
providing cooling and product water to
industry.
Water is seen as a prerequisite for economic growth, an
essential for environmental protection,
a resource to be public ly managed, or
private property to be protected. Water
service organizations grow as larger
supplies are found to satisfy these
needs and develop strong constituencies.
Political alliances develop among groups
with a variety of water management
goals.

Study Objectives
Whether or not governmental reorganization happens to be a current
issue in a given urban area, ways to
improve efficiency should always be
under review.
Simultaneously, it is
important to review factors that could
inhibit their adoption. The overall
objective of this study is to examine a
local government reorganization effort,
the proposed consolidation of Salt Lake
County, Utah, and discover what aspects
of water institutions represented
impediments or otherwise played a role
in the reorganization attempt.
The focus of the study is on the
most extensive reorganization alternat ive:
city-county unification into a
metropolitan area government. A data
base for studying the obstacles to such
reorganization is found in the experiences of 68 city-county consolidation
attempts (17 successful) made nationally
during the period 1947-1976 (Marando
1979) and of scores of reorganization
attempts of less sweeping scope during
the same period.
A number of the
reorganization campaigns have been
studied in some depth (Hawkins 1966,
Lyons 1977, Martin 1968, Rosenbaum and
Kammerer 1974., Sofer 1963, Willbern
1973), but attention to their water
service aspects has been limited.
Additional case-study work therefore
seems appropriate.

The organizational forms that water
service ent i ties take in any large
metropolitan area are diverse, including
private utilities, irrigation companies
or drainage districts, town and city
water supply systems, and various kinds
of special water development or sewer
improvement districts.
Each organization has its own legislative basis and
authority, and water rights that differ
in character and priority. Each organization has different decision-making
prerogatives and varying degrees of
latitude in the activities it can
undertake.
The rules governing the
formation,
dissolution,
financing,
and operation of water agencies differ.
Service areas and authorities sometimes

Among the reorganization attempts
that failed were a proposed unification
of Salt Lake City and County governments
rejected by the voters in 1975 and a
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simi lar

proposal that was defeated in
1978.
In 1979. Salt Lake City voters
approved a less drastic structural
reorganization of city government, and
a variety of incorporation and annexation proposals have become a characteristic feature of the Salt Lake urban
area political landscape.
Because the
growing metropolitan area contains a
wide spectrum of water management
entities, the Salt Lake City and County
consolidation attempts constitute
excellent case study material.
Water
service was known to be an issue in both
referenda, and a drought in 1976-77 may
have increased its salience among
voters.

Study Scope and Methods
Research activities carried out
over the course of the project fall into
three categories:
1) compilation of an
organizational profile for water service
agencies in Salt Lake County; 2) analys is of the laws governing cuI inary and
wastewater service organizations in
Utah; and 3) collect ion of information
on the government consolidation efforts
in Salt Lake County.
Chapter II describes the types of government organizations in Utah that may provide culinary or wastewater services, with a list
of those in each category in Salt Lake
County.
Chapter III summarizes the
characteristics of water services in
Salt Lake County, with emphasis on
aspects relevant to reorganization.
A case study of the two government
consolidation attempts in Salt Lake
County is presented in Chapter IV.
The analysis describes the proposals
and the course of the campaigns leading
to their defeat, the role of water
issues as reported in interviews with
leading proponents and opponents of the
proposals, and an analysis of the
election results.
Finally, Chapter V
summarizes the findings concerning the
significance of water institutions in
local government reorganization in Utah
and elsewhere and concludes with observations on the prospects for local
government reorganization.

This analysis centers on how
the unification proposals might have
affected water service agencies and how
water service agencies affected campaign
and election results. A general context
and orientation is provided by the
literature on urban reform and organizational change.
This literature gives
information as to 1) why consolidation
might appear to be an attractive response to urban problems, from both a
broad metropolitan perspective and from
an agency perspect ive; 2) the factors
influencing success and failure in
consolidation campaigns; and 3) alternatives to consolidation.

3
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CHAPTER II
CONTEXT AND STRUCTURE OF URBAN
PUBLIC SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS
Introduction

3.
Solving
design problems.

Analysis of the performance of
water service organizations, individually and collectively, begins with a
discussion of the dimensions of organization structure, context, and behavior.
A framework is needed for descriptive
cons is tency, intergovernmental comparability (or generality), and understanding the dynamics of urban governmental
change.

The factors they outline within these
three sets suggest a framework for
examining organization setting and
structure (Figure 2-1).
Organization Design
Review 0 f the part icu lar admin istrative structures of the individual
water service organizations in Salt Lake
County was beyond the scope of this
study.
The purpose of the study was
areawide, as it had to be in order to
examine the problems and implications of
local government consolidation.
Metropolitan Salt Lake County was used as the
study area.
The pertinent aspects of
organization design were taken to be
current and potential forms of water
service organization.

Investigation of the relationship
of organization to perfonnance assumes
that the behavior of publ ic service
organizations is neither random nor
arbitrary, but accounted for by a fairly
compact set of factors.
The structure
and functioning of organizations are the
result of decisions made by coalitions
of people who have a stake in an organization's perfonnance. For water service
agencies, the coalition might include
the legislature and judiciary, which set
the bounds of operation; local officials
whose decisions in general government
set the context for agency operation;
water agency managers; and the people
using the services.

Organizational Domain
The organizational domain refers to
the produc t sand servic es produced,
population served, and territorial
limits of activities (Thompson 1967).
The choice of domain may be made explicit, as in a statement of agency
mission, but ~he organization's history
and present behavior often provide
different and more reliable information
on actual priorities in the context of
accumulated constraints. In any case, a
c lear concept of organizational domain
by agency leadership is the basis for
management decisions on production
strategy and the division of work.
Answering the question, "What is our

At the time of an organization t S
creation, and more or less continuously
thereafter, three sets of decisions must
be made (Van de Ven and Ferry 1980:91):
1.
Choosing the domains in which
the organization will operate.
2.
level

of

the organizational

Determining the budget and
services (economic factors).
5

DOMAIN FACTORS
Organization age and history
- years in existence
- description of origin
- history
Organization domain type
- types of functions
- types of products/services
- population & markets served
Domain uncertainty
- agreement on goals
- means-ends knowledge
Domain complexity
- number of differences
in domain type
Domain restrictiveness
- external mandates
- slack resources
- domain specificity

ORGANIZATION DESIGN
Vertical differentiation
Horizontal differentiation
Spacial differentiation
Forms of departmentation
Administrative intensity
Distribution of power

ECONOMIC FACTORS
Demand for products/services
- production quota
- number of clients
Supply of resources
- number of employees
- capacity
- operating budget

Figure 2-1.

Framework for examining organization context and structure.
from Van de Ven and Ferry 1980)
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business, and what should it be?" is
essential for effectiveness and thus
management's first responsibility
(Drucker 1974).

external mandates, regulat ions, and
specific charters or statements of
purpose, and also by ease of employing
organization resources in different
settings (Van de Ven and Ferry 1980).
While a highly restricted domain may
improve goal clarity and thus the
potential for efficiency, it may alternately increase conflicts among goals,
or create such inflexibility that
efficient means are devised for goals no
longer appropriate.
Of particular
interest in the present study are
constraints that might be relevant to
support and participation in municipal
service consolidation efforts.
Opponents of the Salt Lake proposals, for
example, expressed concern over the
ability of a reorganized government to
deliver domestic water without violating
constitutional
limitations,
breaching
prior contracts, or threatening the
viability of other continuing water
supply organizations.

Three underlying dimensions (uncertainty, complexity, and restrictiveness) characterize the choice of domain.
Domain uncertainty can be defined as the
between the information an
organization has and the information
needed to do its job (Galbraith 1973).
It arises from either a lack of agreement on goals or a lack of knowledge or
information about reliably achieving
them.
Either shortcoming affects the
organization's ability to rationally
allocate its resources, and different
combinations of levels of uncertainty
call for different decision-making
strategies (Figure 2-2).
In general, organizations take
advantage of opportunities to reduce
uncertainty, and Galbraith (1973)
describes how an organization response
to increased uncertainty falls within
one of seven strategies (Figure 2-3).
For this study, organizations were
surveyed to identify disagreement on
objectives and sources of operating
uncertainty created by dependence on
outside decision makers.

Economic Factors
Economic factors are indicators of
the relationship between an agency's
operating capacity and its service
environment.
One would expect agencies
with capacity approximately in equilibrium with service demand to be less
supportive of new cooperative ventures
than are agencies struggling to satisfy
increasing service demands or to make do
with deteriorating facilities or even
to function with surplus operating
capacity.

Domain complexity refers to the
ranges 0
services offered, markets
served, and geographical territory.
An
organization tends to segment its
operations into homogeneous subdivisions
or areas of closest interdependence,
and to reflect these subdivisions in
organizational
structure
(Thompson
1967).
Increasing complexity leads to
greater coordination problems and
requires greater information processing
capacity or pressure to reorganize and
formalize relations.

Among the most significant economic
factors for local governments providing
urban services are tax limitations.
In
Utah, counties and municipalities are
subject to li~itations on bonded indebtedness and property tax assessments.
One of the attractions of creating
special districts comes from their power
to borrow and levy taxes in addition to
city and county authorities.

Some
organizations,
particularly
public service agencies, are more
restricted than others in choosing their
functions, areas, and populations
served, and adapting to changes. Domain
restrictiveness may be increased by

Economic factors occupy a central
place in discussions of water service
reorganization.
Treatment plants and

7

Extent of Agreement on Goals

Uncert ainty of
Means to
Achieve Ends

Figure 2-2.

High agreement

Low agreement

Low
Uncertainty

computational or
programmed decision making

Bargaining or
negotiated decision making

High
Uncertainty

Judgmental or
non-programmed
decision making

Heuristic or
inspirational
decision making

Prevailing norms:
rationality and
efficiency

Prevailing norms:
social power and
influence

Typology of decision making strategies (Thompson and Tuden 1969).

1. Formalize rules and programs
2. Refer exceptions up the organization hierarchy
3. Set goals or targets to satisfy coordination requirements

Increase capacity
to process information

Reduce need for
information processing

4. Create slack
resources
(e.g. reduce
performance
standards)

Figure 2-3.

5. Create selfcontained tasks
(e.g. group
jobs by product
rather than
function)

6. Invest in
vertical information syst em (e. g. i ncrease 'administrat ive staff)

7. Create
lateral
relations
(e.g. cut
across lines
of authority
to resolve
problems at
point of
occurrence)

Strategies ln response to increased uncertainty (Galbraith 1973).
8

=

distribution systems involve large
initial capital investments in facilities not easily converted to other uses.
More stringent water quality regulations
require additional facilities and more
training for operators.
As the amount
of unused water declines, unit costs of
water development increase due to
greater conveyance distances, storage
facilities, and treatment requirements
(James 1982; Hanke 1972). Such capital
intensive enterprises are generally
characterized by significant economies
of scale (Cowing and Holtman 1976:64-7;
Council on Environmental Quality and
u.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1974), which imply that smaller systems
will be hard-pressed to provide adequate
water services at an acceptable cost to
customers.
The exact nature of these
economies, however, appears somewhat
uncertain, and the economies may not be
as large as is sometimes implied (Wikstrom 1978). For example, Adams et a1.
(1972) found that for low density urban
development, the service area for which
wastewater treatment facilities can be
provided at minimum cost is relatively
small, serving only 25,000 people at a
density of 15 people/acre.
Frey,
Gamble, and Sauerlender (1975) found
economies of scale peaked at a system
size of about 13.5 mgd, although size
explained only about 24 percent of the
variation in average costs.
However,
Carson, Rivkin, and Rivkin (1973) claim
that economies of scale appear in medium
sue cities (50,000 to 300,000) and
large cities (over 1,000,000). Data for
Utah systems support the economy of
scale hypothesis with unit costs varying
inversely with size over the range of
systems observed (Houston, Ballard, and
Hester 1975; Hughes 1980).
The demand
for products and services is discussed
1n Chapter III.

was published by the League of Women
Voters of Salt Lake (1981). The primary
information source on water suppliers
the public water supply information
system of the Utah Bureau of Public
Water Supplies, in the Division of
Environmental Health. The Division also
publishes an inventory of domestic
wastewater facilities (Utah State
Department of Health 1975, 1979).
Assessed valuations and tax levies were
obtained from the Sa 1 t Lake County
Auditor.
Responses from a survey of
water suppl iers conducted in 1977 were
also made available (Hansen et a1.
1979). Annual reports of the Salt Lake
County Water Conservancy District
contain useful information on domestic
water allocations and use.
Finally, a
recently completed comprehensive study
of Salt Lake County water supplies
details supply sources, patterns of
present use, and projected needs (Metropolitan Water District et al. 1982).
Overview of Local Water Service
Authorities 1n Utah
Over the years, Utah lawmakers have
authorized many types of different
organizations for the provision of
pub 1 ic water supply and was tewat er
services.
The earliest were incorporated municipalities (1851) and mutual
irrigation companies (1865), both to
some degree supplanting water development that was originally organized
within the Mormon church.
Statewide, county governments were
later given authority to provide water,
but Salt Lake County officials generally
preferred to leave water matters to
cities, irrigation companies, special
districts, or private corporations and
individuals. 'The first Utah special
district legislation, enacted in 1896,
authorized creation of drainage districts (Laws of Utah, 1896:Ch. 132).
The primary purpose of the districts was
to reclaim wetlands, but the statute
allowed water supply and sanitary
sewer services to be provided (U. C.A.
19-1-5, 19-1-8).
The first special

Sources of Information
Information on water supply and
wastewater treatment agencies operating
in Salt Lake County was gathered from a
number of sources.
A general description of the County's special districts
9
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district legislation directed toward
urban water supply services appeared
in the 1930s with the Metropolitan Water
District Act (Laws of Utah, 1935:Ch.
110).
This was followed several years
later by the Water Conservancy District
Act (Laws of Utah, 1941:Ch. 99); and
then by statutes authorizing the formation of special districts for water and
sewer (Laws of Utah, 1947:Ch. 25;
1959:Ch. 24; 1951:Ch. 32).
In the
1960s, counties and municipalities were
authorized to create service area
subdivisions with special taxing powers.
Private corporations also provided water
services, on both a profit or nonprofit
basis.

Urban growth spread along the
Wasatch Front, and by the late 1960s it
had become apparent that the urban
counties required the flexibility to
provide more services than the uniform
system allowed.
Consequently, a constitutional amendment was proposed, and
approved by the electorate in 1972,
authoriz ing the legislature to provide
for optional forms of county government.
The legislature, acting under the
authority of the amendment in 1973,
provided 12 options for county government, with amendments in 1975 and 1977.
Th is legis lat ion made poss ible the
campaigns of 1975 and 1978 to change
Salt Lake County government.

Each of these types of organization
is described in the following pages.
The discussion includes sections on the
background of the authorizing legislation, executive structure, authorized
activities, sources of revenue, provisions for creation and change, and
example organizations 1n Salt Lake
County.
Counties

Organizational Design

Organizational Age and History
The first political subdivisions 1n
Utah were the six counties created in
1850 by the legislature of the Provisional State of Deseret, an area encompassing what is now Utah and parts of
Wyoming and Nevada (Wasatch Front
Regi onal Counci 1 1975).
The numbe r 0 f
counties during the territorial period
reached as many as 39 before settling on
the present 29. The state constitution
(Art. XI) recognized the territorial
counties, and directed the state legislature to provide a uniform system of
county government.
The County Organic
Act, passed in the first legislative
session in 1896, mandated a three member
commission form of government, replacing
the county court form of government.
Originally county government was intended to enforce state laws and provide
limited services to a rural population,
with municipalities to be incorporated
where urban services were needed.

Counties are classified into six
groups based on assessed valuation. The
original purpose of this classification
was to set salary limits for certain
county officers (U.C.A. 17-16-13).
Salary levels have since been left
entirely to the county commissions. The
only remaining classification constraint
is that only first and second class
counties (those with assessed valuation
in excess of $35,000,000) may establish
municipal-type service areas (U.C.A.
17-34-1) •
Under the 1973 legislation providing for alternative forms of county
government, voters may choose from three
forms of power and four combinations of
legislative-executive
organization.
The general county form retains the
powers the county originally had;
the urban county form adds the powers of
a first class city; and the community
council form adds, in addition, the
requirement that the county absorb the
responsibilities of its largest city
and any special districts.
Each of
these forms must have a county council,
and may choose among four systems of
organization (Figure 2-4):
1) with a
council-manager system, the council
appoints a county manager who appoints
county department heads; 2) under
a council-executive system, an elected
county executive appoints administrative
10
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Council-Manager
Arrangement
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department heads; and wi th the county
executive-council arrangement, a chief
administrative officer is appointed
either by 3) an elected county executive, or 4) the council.

including those for debt service,
special districts and extended services,
and health, library, and public transit
services (U.C.A. 59-9-6.5).
Counties are constitutionally
prohibited from incurring debt in excess
of taxes for the current year without
taxpayer approval, and in any case, the
total outstanding dept may not exceed 2
percent of the assessed property value
(Art. XIV, Sec. 39).
Bonds secured by
operating revenues rather than taxes
are not counted in the total debt and
need not be approved in an election (Art
XI, Sec. 5). Tax anticipation notes for
current expenses may be issued for up to
75 percent of the previous year's
property tax revenues prior to setting
the tax levy, or 90 percent of expected
revenues after set t ing the tax levy
(U.C.A. 11-14-14).

Other Domain Factors
Counties are political subdivisions
of the state, subject to state legislative control and limited to the authority expressly granted or necessarily
implied. Counties may sue and be sued,
acquire and hold lands for county
purposes or tax sales, levy and collect
taxes, make contracts, and acquire,
manage, and dispose of personal property
necessary to the exercise of their
powers (U.C.A. 17-4-3).
Counties may
borrow money for current expenses in
anticipation of annual revenues, but
notes issued may not bear interes t in
excess of 8 percent (U.C.A. 17-4-4).
Counties are not explicity authorized to
provide water supply and sewage services
except by creating special districts.
The several types of special districts are each discussed later in this
chapter.

The assessment rate, obvious ly
important in determining property tax
revenues and debt financing limitations,
is set by statute and has steadily
declined (U.C.A. 59-5-1).
In 1947 it
was lowered from 100 to 40 percent, to
30 percent in 1961, 25 percent in 1979,
and most recently to 20 percent in
1981.

Supply of Resources
County revenues come primarily from
property and sales taxes, with lesser
amounts derived from various special
taxes and transfer payments.
Counties
may also engage in debt financing. All
of these revenue sources are subject to
limitations.

Formation, Dissolution, and Change

Counties may, at their discretion,
impose a 3/4 percent sales tax, and an
additional 1/4 percent tax for a public
transportation district with voter
approval (U.C.A. 11-9-4).

Provision has been made to create
new counties, and merge part or all of
existing counties, but it 1.S a little
used feature.
Because count ies cover
the entire state, the creation or
alteration of a county necessarily
alters at least one other existing
county, and all voters of affected
counties are therefore entitled to
participate in.the change process.

Counties "have a single aggregate
mi 11 limi tat ion on the property tax
levied for all purposes by the county"
(U.C.A. 59-9-62).
For counties with
assessed valuation greater than $20
million, the maximum levy is 16 mills.
However, a number of county levies
are not counted in this limitation,

Proposals to create a new county
are initiated by petition with the
signatures of 25 percent of the registered voters in the area of the proposed
county, and 25 percent of the registered
voters in the remaining portion of the
old county(s).
The proposal must then
be approved by concurrent majorities of
12
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the electors in the proposed new county
and the remaining part of the old
county.
Proposals to merge part or all of
one county to another are initiated
by petition containing signatures of
eligible voters from the area to be
annexed equal to at least 50 percent of
the votes cast from the area in the most
recent congressional election.
The
proposal must then be approved in an
election by concurrent majorities of
those voting in both affected counties.
A change in the form 0 f county
government must always be approved
by the voters, and several methods
are available to initiate the action
(U.C.A. 17-35a-1 to 15).
The county
governing board may 1) draft an optional
plan itself and submit it to the voters;
2) submit to the voters the question of
whether a study commission should be
created to devise an optional plan; or
3) convene a committee to appoint such a
study commission.
Alternatively, the
optional plan may be submitted by
petition, or a petition may be presented
to the county governing body to appoint
a study committee, or to put to a vote
the question of whether a study committee should be formed.
In 1975, the
Salt Lake County Commission appointed a
study commission; the 1978 plan was
submitted by petition.
Cities and Towns
Organizational Age and History
Utah communities were slow to
incorporate.
The territory was divided
into several large count ies subdivided
into precincts, but most local matters
were left to Mormon church wards.
It
was not long, though, before the population concentration in Salt Lake Valley
was recognized as needing serV1.ces
beyond the means of the county and
legally independent of the church.
The
City of Salt Lake thus became Utah's
first chartered city.
Although identifiable communities were evident in the

county very early, incorporat ions were
rare, and only Sandy joined Salt Lake
City 1.n incorporating prior to statehood.
Subsequent incorporations have
tended to occur in groups, as shown
on Table 2-1:
three (Murray, Bingham
Canyon, Midvale) in the first decade of
the century, three shortly after World
War II (Riverton, South Salt Lake, West
Jordan), and three more recently (Bluffdale, Draper, West Valley City). Figure
2-5 shows city boundaries in the county
as of 1980.
Through 1940, most of
the population growth was in Salt Lake
City.
Since then, the proportion
of the county's population residing
in Salt Lake City has declined as
the city's growth rate has remained
virtually flat.
As in the rest of the
nation, the 1950s brought rapid suburban
growth. In metropolitan Salt Lake, most
of this growth occurred in unincorporated areas, where residents chose to
form special districts to meet their
water needs and relied on the county to
provide road maintenance and police and
fire protect ion.
By the mid-seventies,
some cities adopted a more aggressive
annexation policy, motivated by the
desire to control development on city
boundaries and the attraction of an
enlarged tax base.
The people in the
unincorporated communities generally
res is ted annexat ion, part ly because
of opposition to being swallowed up by
the larger cities but also because
the unincorporated areas enjoyed a tax
advantage until the mid-1970s.
The
incorporation of several communities
toward the end of the decade partly
resulted from the removal of this
advantage (see below, County Service
Areas).
Organizationaf Design
Statutory law classifies incorporated municipalities into towns or
one of three classes of cities based on
population.
The classification determines the permissible organizational
forms, taxing authority, and service
responsibilities as discussed below. At
the end of 1980, the incorporated
13
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Table 2-l.

Population growth in Salt Lake County and incorporated municipalities.
Year

Population for
Alta (970)
Bingham Canyon (1904)
Bluffdale (1978)
Draper (978)
Midvale (1909)
Murray (I902)
Riverton (1947)
......
Salt
Lake City (1851)
+:-Sandy (1893)
South Jordan (1935)
South Salt Lake
West Jordan (1947)
West Valley City (1980)
Unincorporated
Total County
Source:

1860

1880

1900

1920

1940

1950

1960

2,676

2,834

2,569

1,516

1970
93
31

1980
386

8,236

20,768

53,531
1,030

118,110
1,208

149,934
1,487
869
5,701

3,059

11 ,229

23,164

30,495

42,183

62,583

150,259

229,321

1,300
5,521
10,146
25,750
7,293
163,033
50,546
7,492
10,561
27,192
72,378
237,468

11 ,295

31,977

77,725

159,282

211 ,623

274,895

383,035

458,607

619,066

U.s. Bureau of the Census.

2,209
4,584

2,875
5,740

3,996
9,006
1,666
182,121
2,095
1,048
7,704
2,107

5,802
16,806
1,993
189,454
3,322
1,354
9,520
3,009

7,840
21,206
2,820
175,885
6,438
2,942
7,810
4,221
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Incorporated municipalities in Salt Lake County prior to 1980.
of Alta outside of map boundaries.)
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(Town

municipalities in Salt Lake County were
classified as shown in Table 2-2.

petition. Since none of the options are
mandatory, municipalities may keep their
original forms:
first and second class
cities may retain the commission form,
third class cities may retain the
mayor-council form, and towns may
keep the president-board of trustees
form, now called mayor-council (U .C.A.
10-3-103 to 106; Lee 1976).

Under legislation enacted in 1975
and amended in 1977, municipalities
were given the choice of several optional forms of government (U.C.A. 10-3-1201
et seq.) in response to criticisms that
the traditional forms (variations on the
city commission) were not conducive to
good administration. One alternative is
a council-mayor form, with a chief
administrative officer appointed by the
mayor (U .C.A. 10-3-1220).
The second
option is a council-mayor form where the
mayor is designated the chief executive
officer (U.C.A. 10-3-1219).
These two
options provide for separate executive
and legislative branches. The third
option is a council-manager option, in
which the manager, or chief administrative officer is appointed by the council, and the mayor acts as chief ceremonial officer (U.C.A. 10-3-1223 to
1226) •

Other Domain Factors
The legislation which defines
municipal powers provides a wide range
of discretion to municipalities in
providing water services. Incorporated
communities can extend water and sewer
service beyond their corporate limits
when available products or services are
not required by the city or its inhabitants.
Furthermore, the municipalities
are not subject to regulation by the
Public Service Commission when they
market water services beyond their
corporate limits (County Water System v.
Salt Lake City 3 U.2d 46, 278 P.2d 285).
Specifically, municipalities may construct waterworks both within and without the city limits (U.C.A. 10-8-15);
control the water and watercourses
leading to the city, and regulate and
control watercourses and mill privileges
within the city (U.C.A. 10-8-16);
distribute water both outside or within
its corporate boundaries, and charge the
operating costs to users (U.C.A. 10-817); construct, purchase, or lease and
maintain canals, ditches, artesian wells
and reservoirs; appropriate, purchase or
lease springs, streams or sources of
water supply for the purpose of providing water for irrigation, domestic
or other useful purposes (U. C.A. 10-818); levy a tax to pay for increasing
the supply of,water (U.C.A. 10-8-19);
fix water rates (U.C.A. 10-8-22);
acquire any water, waterworks, water
supply or property connected therewith
for the public good through condemnation
proceedings (U.C.A. 10-7-4); construct,
maintain, and operate sewer systems,
sewage treatment plants, drains, sewers,
and all other systems necessary to
satisfy the drainage, sewage, and

An alternative form of municipal
government may be adopted by a majority
vote in favor of the proposal, initiated
by resolution of the governing body of
the municipality or by initiative
Table 2-2.

Classes of incorporated
municipalities in Salt Lake
County.

First class city (100,000 or more)
Salt Lake City
Second class cities (60,000 to 100,000)
West Valley City
Third class cities (800 to 60,000)
Bluffdale
Draper
Murray
Riverton
Sandy
South Jordan
Sou th Sa 1t Lake
West Jordan
Towns (less than 800)
Alta
16

sanitary sewage disposal requirements of
the city or town; require mandatory
hookup and attach water charges to sewer
charges for purposes of enforcement;
deliver such services or lease the
surplus capacity of such facilities to
others beyond the city limits (U.C.A.
10-8-38); and in conditions of water
scarcity, limit the use of water by
proclamation (U.C.A. 10-7-12).

as they might have been, allowing
municipalities to lease water in clear
surplus of present needs, and even to
sell it under certain circumstances
(Hyde Park Town v. Chambers, 99 U .118,
104 P.2d 220). - Nevertheless, this
protection of municipal water supply may
be a significant constraint ~n reorganizing water services, a constraint
not shared by other water serv~ce
organizations.

Only one restriction is explicitly
placed on this discretion to acquire and
operate water supply and wastewater
facilities:
a municipality may not
acquire any part less than the whole of
a waterworks unless the municipality has
control of the entire waterworks and
revenues are divided proportionately to
interest (U.C.A. 10-7-5). Discretion in
disposing of water supply and wastewater
facilities is not nearly so broad.
The
Utah Constitution (Art. XI, Sec. 6)
states that

Supply of Resources
Incorporated munic ipa 1 it ies are
authorized to levy sales, property, and
other special taxes; charge fees for
services; and ~ncur debt to finance
municipal projects.
Each of these
revenue sources ~s subject to limitation.
Cities are authorized to levy a 3/4
percent sales tax in counties that have
chosen to levy the tax. The city tax is
then levied in lieu of the county tax
(U. C .A. 11-9-4).

No municipal corporation shall
directly or indirectly lease,
sell, alien, or dispose of any
waterworks, water rights, or
sources of water supply now,
or hereafter to be owned or
controlled by it; but all such
waterworks, water rights and
sources of supply now owned or
hereafter to be acquired by
any municipal corporation,
shall be preserved, maintained
and operated by it for supplying its inhabitants with water
at reasonable charges.
Provided, that nothing herein
contained shall be construed
to prevent any such municipal
corporation from exchanging
water rights, or sources of
water supply, for other water
righ ts or sources of water
supply of equal value, and to
be devoted in like manner to
the public supply of its
inhabitants.

The maximum property tax levy for
cities is 35 mills, except levies
made to retire general obligation bonds
and other expressly exempted taxes
(U.C.A. 10-10-57).
For towns, the
max~mum levy is 16 mills, although an
additional 4 mills may be levied with
voter approval (U.C.A. 10-13-12).
As
with cities, this limitation does not
apply to levies made for general obligation bonds or specially authorized
taxes.
Among the latter is an authorization for a levy of up to 4 mills for
water and light (U.C.A. 10-13-14).
Cities and towns may not ~ncur
debts ~n excess of current year taxes
without voter 'approval (Art. XIV, Sec.
3), and the total of outstanding debt
for general purposes may not exceed 4
percent of assessed value.
Debt for
purposes of water, sewer, and light may
be incurred up to an additional 4
percent of assessed value.
Revenue
bonds are not counted in calculations of
outstanding debt.
Tax anticipation

The court interpretations of
this provision have not been as strict
17
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notes may be issued up to 75 percent of
the previous year's revenues, if before
setting the tax levy, or 90 percent of
anticipated revenues if after the tax
levy (U.C.A. 11-14-1 et seq.).

schedu les an e lec t ion.
I f approved
by a majority of those voting, the court
enters a judgment for disincorporation,
making provision for the satisfaction of
municipal debts and obligations and the
disposal of property.

Formation and Dissolution
The Utah Constitution (Art. XI,
Sec. 5) specifies that "corporations
for municipal purposes shall not be
created by special laws," but by general
statute.
Provisions of the law for
creating, dissolving, and changing the
boundaries of municipalities were
substantially revised in 1977 and 1979
(Laws of Utah 1977:Ch. 48; Laws of Utah
1979: Ch.25).
Under current provisions (U.C.A.
10-2-101 et seq.), municipal incorporations are initiated by filing a petition
for incorporat ion with the board 0 f
county commissioners.
For towns (areas
with less than 800 people), the petition
must have the signatures of a majority
of the area's registered voters, and
incorporation is completed when the
commission approves the petition.
For
cl.tl.es, the petition must be signed by
at least a) 1,000 registered voters in
the area to be incorporated or b) a
number equal to 25 percent of the votes
cast from the area in the previous
congressional election, whichever is
less.
Upon receiving a properly executed petition, the board of county
commissioners fixes the class of the
pr oposed city, publishes not ice of
the proposal, and sets a date for an
election. The incorporation is approved
if the majority of those voting are in
favor of it.
Disincorporation proceedings
are
initiated by submitting to the county
clerk a petition with signatures of
registered voters of the municipality
equal in number to 25 percent of the
votes cast from the municipality in the
previous congressional election (U.C.A.
10-2-201 et seq.).
The clerk fi les
properly completed petitions with the
appropriate district court, which

One or more cities may consolidate
if a proposal for consolidation is
approved by concurrent majorities of
those voting in each of the municipalities involved (U.C.A. 10-2-601 to 614).
The proposal may be initiated by resolution of the governing body of each of
the affected municipalities or by
initiative petition.
All rights,
powers, obligations, and liabilities
pass to the new municipality, and the
conso 1 idat ion plan may not override
prior obligations.
Boundary Changes
Prior to 1979, annexation of
contiguous unincorporated areas by
municipalities was accomplished by a
resolution of the governl.ng body
of the municipality, in response to a
petition of annexation signed by a
majority of the property owners repre-:
senting at least one-third of the
property of the area.
Because this
process required no prior notice or
coordination with other jurisdict ions,
nor any limitation on configuration
beyond a simple contiguity, conflicts
arose among cit ies and between the
cities and Salt Lake County (League of
Women Voters 1980). These conflicts led
to an extensive revision of the annexation process in 1979.
Under current statutes, annexation
proceedings are initiated as before
00-2-416).
\Iowever, the annexation
resolution is no longer decisive.
The
municipality must first prepare a policy
declaration with respect to the proposed
annexation, and give notice of intent to
annex (U.C.A. 10-2-414). The annexation
must satisfy certain standards (U .C.A.
10-2-417), and may be protested by
affected entities (U.C.A.
10-2-408).
Protests are heard by a local boundary
18

commission (U.C.A. 10-2-402), which may
approve, modify, or reject the proposal
(U.C.A. 10-2-406).

Municipal Special Improvement
District
Organizational Age and History

Proceedings to disconnect a portion of an incorporated municipality
may be initiated by petition of a
majority of the real property owners of
the area to the district court (U.C.A.
10-2-501).
The court appoints a commission to determine the liabilities
and mutual property rights of the
municipality and the area to be disconnected (U. C.A.
10-2-502), wi th
consideration given to the impacts
of disconnection on remaining municipal
services (U. C.A. 10-2-503).
If the
petition is approved, the court decree
provides for any residual obligations of
the severed area by tax levies (U.C .A.
10-2-506).
Use as a Water Institution
All of the incorporated municipalities in Salt Lake County, except West Valley City and Draper,
operate domestic water supply systems.
Only Midvale, Murray, South Salt Lake
City, and Salt Lake City provide sewer
services.

The provisions for municipal
special improvement districts have
their roots in the power of municipalities to levy special assessments
against property benefited by public
improvements.
Th is power was granted
before statehood. It provides the means
to sub d i vi de the mu n i c i pal it yin t 0
service areas that meet specific needs.
The special district permits an area to
receive and pay for a spec i fic service
or improvement without burdening the
community as a whole.
This principle
of payment for benefits received is
reflected in the requirement that
assessments be made equal and uniform
according to benefits received (U.C.A.
10-16-16), and furthermore, that no
piece of property in the district should
bear more than a proportionate share of
the cost of improvement (U.C.A. 10-1626).
Organizational Design
Municipal special improvement
districts are created by the council
or board of the municipality and remain
under municipal control.

Other Public Water Institutions
Other Domain Factors
From the above descriptions it can
be seen that the public provision
of water related services was meant to
be handled primarily by municipalities.
Counties were envisioned to be mostly
concerned with the more rural areas, and
the drainage district law first authoriz ing county water services was mainly
for reclamation.
Consequently, when
urban water services were needed outside
municipalities, it was often necessary
to create a number of other institutions
to provide services not otherwise
ava i lab Ie from munic ipal and county
governments.
These are described
below.

Municipal special improvement
districts can be established for
virtually any authorized municipal
service or improvement that has disproportionately localized costs and
benefits. In applications to water, the
governing body, of any municipality can
create special districts to "cover,
fence, safeguard or enclose reservoirs,
canals, ditches and water courses, and
to construct •.• waterworks, reservoirs,
canals, ditches, pipes, mains, hydrants,
and other water facilities for the
purpose of supplying water for domestic
or irrigation purposes •.• " (U.C. A.
10-16-4).

19

Supply of Resources
The municipality may issue special
improvement bonds by ordinance to pay
the costs of authorized improvements
(U. C.A. 10-16-27).
Bonded indebtedness
may not exceed the unpaid balance of
improvement assessments, and must mature
not more than 1 year beyond the period
of assessment. Assessments for improvements are limited not by a specified
amount, but by the reasonable costs of
the improvement (U.C.A. 10-16-13).
The law provides that all money
collected for district improvements
shall pay for the improvements, interim
warrants, bonds, and bond interest of
the district and for no other purpose
(U.C.A. 10-16-26). The districts,
consequently, cannot collect funds that
are to be diverted to other purposes of
municipal government.

County Improvement Districts
for Water, Sewer and Sewage
Systems
Organizational Age and History
The 1951 Act, as subsequently
amended, authorized districts to build,
buy, and operate water supply, wastewater treatment, and flood control
systems in all or part of any county.
These districts, once established, may
levy taxes, issue bonds, own property,
acquire water rights, and sell water and
services outside of the district boundaries (U.C.A.
i7-6-3.9).
A 1981
statute authorized these districts to
create special improvement districts
(U. C .A. 17-7-4) for the purpose of
building new additions to the operating
systems.
Organizational Design

Formation, Dissolution, and Change
After notice and hearing, a resolution by a majority of the municipal
council establishes the district.
The
council may not form a district if
valid protests representing more than
half of the assessment basis are filed
prior to the hearing (U.C.A. 10-16-5 to
10). No provision is made for changing
district boundaries or for termination.
The former would presumably be accomplished in the same manner as district
forma tion.
Terminat ion probab ly takes
place when financial obligations are
satisfied, since the district is primarily an accounting device.

Whenever a district is created, a
board of trustees of at least three
members is designated in one of the
following ways (U.C.A. 17-6-3.1):
1)
I f the district does not include property within a municipality,
the county commission may serve as the
board of trustees.

2)
The county commission may
appoint at least three trustees to serve
as a board for staggered 6 year terms.
3)
Upon receiving a petition
signed by 10 percent of the eligible
voters, the county commission must
provide for election as shown below.

Use as a Water Institution
Since an improvement district has
no status separate from the municipality, the number of districts is somewhat
difficult to determine. After the
projects are constructed the district
has no function except as an accounting
entry.

4) At any time the county commission may require elections of trustees
except that each municipality with
property in the district must ?ave a
trustee on the board.
The appo1ntment
of municipal trustees is made by the
governing body of the municipality.
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Other Domain Factors

by petition of the legislative body of a
municipality, by petition of at least 25
percent of the property owners of the
area to be annexed, or by pet it ion of
the district board if the area is
already being served eU.C.A. 17-6-25).
The county commission then publishes
notice of intent to annex, holds a
hearing, and approves or rejects the
proposals eU.C.A. 17-6-27).

Water and sewage districts can be
formed in any county or counties and the
area may inc lude all or any part of an
incorporated municipality. The districts have been authorized to acquire
and operate water supply systems,
sewerage systems and flood control
systems (U.C.A. 17-6-1). They have the
same powers of eminent domain as counties, and are authorized to sell water
or other services outside of district
boundaries eU.C.A. 17-6-3.9).

Withdrawals from a district are
initiated by petition of a majority
of property owners in the area to the
county court eU.C.A. 17-6-28).
The
court notifies the board of trustees of
the district and schedules a hearing.
If the court finds that no services are
being provided to the area, it may
approve the withdrawal, and determine
the relative liabilities of the area and
the district eU.C.A. 17-6-29,30).

Supply of Resources
The water and sewage districts have
been authorized to exercise all powers
and duties ordinarily exercised by the
govern~ng body
of a political subdivision. The board may charge fees for
services, issue general obligation and
revenue bonds, and require the county
commissioner to levy taxes.
General
obligation bonds may be issued with
maturities of up to 40 years, but may
not bear interest at greater than 8
percent, nor may total outstanding debt
exceed 12 percent of the assessed value
of property in the district eU.C.A.
17-6-3.5). Property tax levies may not
exceed 4 mills eU.C.A. 17-6-3.8).

Use as a Water Institution
The following districts have been
created in Salt Lake County:
Copperton Improvement District
Emigration Improvement District
Granger-Hunter Improvement District
Kearns Improvement District
Little Cottonwood Improvement ,District
Magna Water and Sewer Improvement
District
Salt Lake City Suburban Sanitary
District #1
Salt Lake City Suburban Sanitary
District 1fo2
Salt Lake County Cottonwood Sanitary District
Salt Lake County Sewerage Improvement District #1
Sandy Sub~rban Improvement District
Taylorsville-Bennion Improvement
District

Formation and Dissolution
Any county commission, upon its own
motion, may create a district.
The
commission must also create a district
upon the request of the governing body
of any city or town within the district
or by 25 percent or more of the owners
of real property within a proposed
district. If the district is to include
territory in other counties, the approval of the commissioners in that
county must be given for the district to
include a portion of that county.

County Improvement Districts
Boundary Changes
Organizational Age and History
Annexations to water and sewer
improvement districts may be initiated
by resolution of the county commission,

The laws governing county improvement districts, first authorized ~n
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1957 (Laws of Utah 1957, Ch. 32), were
substantially revised in 1979 and
1981.
The statutes closely parallel
those specific for municipal special
improvement districts explained above.
County special improvement districts
may construct or improve a wide variety
of physical infrastructure, and the 1981
legislation specifically added water
supply, sewerage, and flood control
systems constructed by county water and
sewer districts to the list.
This
special di s tr ic t permi t s an area to
receive and pay for a specific service
or improvement without burdening the
community as a whole (U.C.A. 17-7-11).
Organizational Design
County improvement districts are
governed by the entity that created
them, either a county commission or
county water and sewer district board
of trustees.
Other Domain Factors
County improvement districts can be
established for a wide variety of
improvements, including streets and
sidewalks, storm drains,
landscaping, recreation, and waterworks (U.C.A.
17-7-4).
In application to water,
the governing body of any county or
water and sewer district can create
special districts to construct or
recons truc t water. sewerage, i rrigation or flood control systems (U.C.A.
17-7-4(2».

underway and 100 percent if completed
(U.C.A. 17-7-10).
Bonds may be issued
by ordinance to pay the costs of an
improvement but bonded indebtedness may
not exceed the unpaid balance of tax
assessments (U .C.A. 17-7-27).
Special
improvement bonds are not a general
obligation of the governing entity and
are not counted as part of its outstanding debt (U.C.A. 17-9-29).
Formation, Dissolution, and Change
A county improvement district may
be formed after notice and a hearing by
majority vote of a county governing body
or the board of trustees of a county
water and sewer improvement district.
No provis ion for boundary change or
termination is made.
Boundaries are
controlled by the benefits from services, and are un1 ike ly to change once
the district is established.
If services are subsequently extended, a new
district would probably be formed to pay
for the additional costs rather than
extending the boundaries of an existing
district.
Termination of the district
presumably takes place when financial
obligations are satisfied and the
necessity for a special account is
removed.
Use as a Water Institution
Since an improvement district has
no status separate from the ent i ty
that formed it, the number of districts
formed is not easily available.
After
the projects are constructed, the district has no function except as an
accounting entity.

Supply of Resources
The governing body may levy assessments within the district on property
which is directly or indirectly benefited by the improvements and issue
interim warrants and special improvement
bonds (U.C.A. 17-7-4(2»). The tax levy
is limited to specific amount, but may
not exceed the amount of reasonable
costs of the improvement (U.C.A. 17-717).
Interim warrants may be issued
against the value of work completed
up to 90 percent if construction is

County Service Area
Organizational 'Age and History
The present provision of this
institutional device dates from 1969.
The provision used in 1957 was declared
unconstitutional by the Utah Supreme
Court because the act violated the State
Constitution in authorizing act1v1t1es
by service areas that were too broad
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(Carter v. Beaver County Service Area
No. One,16 Utah (2nd) 280).
The Act
was made necessary because of the
provision of extended services to
residents of unincorporated areas of
counties. As the services were provided
by county government, a need to pay for
the services without burdening residents
not rece1v1ng these extended serV1ces
was needed.

operating revenues may be pledged as
security for revenue bond issues,
without voter approval, and rates must
be set sufficient to repay the debt
(U.C.A. 17-29-10.2).
General indebtedness may be incurred as either a countywide or a
service area obligation (U.C.A. 17-2921).
If a countywide debt is proposed,
it may not, together with all other
county debt, exceed 2 percent of the
county assessed valuation. If the debt,
toge ther with all county debt s, wou Id
exceed current-year county tax revenues,
the proposal must be approved by the
voters of the county.

Organizational Design
The governing body of the county
service area is a board of trustees
of three or more persons.
County
commissioners may act as trustees or may
appo int trus tees for 2, 4, and 6 year
terms.
Ten percent of the e 1 igi b Ie
voters alternately may petition the
board for e lec t ion of trus tees who
serve 6 year terms (U.C.A. 17-29-10.1).

Debt payable solely from revenues
from the service is not counted as part
of the county debt, and is not subject
to the 2 percent limitation.
Nevertheless, if such debts would be for a term
greater than 1 year, the proposal must
be approved by the voters in the service
area.

Other Domain Factors
County service areas are quasimunicipal public corporations, composed
of unincorporated areas that receive
extended services not common to the
entire county.
They have the same
powers of eminent domain as the county.
Service areas need not be contiguous,
and may overlap so long as services are
not duplicated (U.C.A. 17-29-5).
Water
related services authorized include:
culinary or irrigation water retail
service, water conservation, sewers,
sewage and storm water treatment and
disposal, and flood control (U.C.A.
17-29-3) •

General obligation bonds may not
result in a net annual interest cost of
more than 8 percent, with a maximum term
of 20 years, or 40 years for water and
sewer (U.C.A. 17-29-24).

and Dissolution
Creat ion of a county service area
1S initiated by resolution of the county
commission or by a petition from the
property owners of the area involved
(U .C.A. 17-29-5).
The commission may
establish the service area after notice
and hearing, provided that not more than
40 percent of the property owners of the
affected area protest (U.C.A.
17-29-9,
10).

Supply of Resources
The funds for extended services in
the county service area may come from
fees and charges (U.C.A. 17-29-10.2),
property taxes (U.C.A.
17-29-13),
revenue bonds (U.C.A. 17-29-10.2), and
general obligation bonds (U.C.A. 17-2921). The property tax limit is set at 5
mills, but may be overridden by the
requirement to make scheduled payments
on bonded indebtedness (U.C.A. 17-2924).
All or any part of anticipated

The county commission may, at its
discretion, dissolve any county service
area if it has no outstanding indebtedness (U.C.A. 17-29-11).
A service area
will be deemed abandoned if it levies no
taxes or charges, nor provides services,
nor expends money, for three consecutive
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years, unless it has outstanding debts
(U.C.A. 17-29-18).

power, milling, manufacturing,
mining, metallurgical and any
and all other beneficial
uses ... " (U.C.A. 73-8-3)

Boundary Changes
The types of services provided by a
service area may be broadened by following the same procedures used to create a
district.
Services may be discontinued
at the discretion of the board of
county commissioners (U.C.A. 17-29-11).
Unincorporated areas may be annexed to a
service area following the creation
procedures, "with such changes as are
necessary to make the proceedings
germane to the proposed action without denying any person his substantive
rights" (U.C.A. 17-29-16).
Any part of
a service area which becomes part of an
incorporated municipality is severed
from the service area, but is not
relieved of its proportionate share of
outstanding debt (U.C.A. 17-29-17).

As an additional advantage (since
municipalities already possess the water
authorities of the districts), metropolitan districts may incur debt and
levy taxes in addition to municipal
limitations, and water rights and
facilities are not subject to the
constitutional encumbrances placed on
municipalities.
It appears that all
districts formed under this statute
were related to financing the development of Deer Creek Reservoir on the
Provo River (Haymond 1983). Aside from
the Salt Lake Metropolitan Water District which is of interest here, a
number of similar districts were formed
in Utah County at about the same time
(Utah State Department of Natural
Resources 1974).

Use as a Water Institution
Organizational Design
Water and sewer services are
provided by Salt Lake County Service
Area #3 (~nowbird).
Recreation services only are
provided by:
Salt Lake County Service
Area 411 (Kearns) and Salt Lake County
Service Area #2 (Cottonwood Heights).
Metropolitan Water Districts
Organizational Age and History

Metropolitan water districts are
governed by a board of directors
of at least five members appointed by
the legislative body or bodies of
the municipality or municipalities that
incorporated the district (U.C.A.
73-8-20).
Members of the board may not
be removed without cause and a hearing
(U .C.A. 73-8-52).
The manager of the
municipal water department(s) must serve
as an appointed director.
All other
directors serve for 6 year terms.

Metropolitan water districts
were authorized in 1935 (Laws of Utah
1935, Ch. 110, Sec. 1).
The stated
reason for creating these districts
1.S
to enable municipalities to secure
water.

Other Domain Factors
The metropolitan water district is
an II independent po 1 i t ica 1 corporate
entity," possessing many of the powers
of a municipal government and a public
corporation (U.C.A. 73-8-3), including
the power of eminent domain (U.C.A.
73-8-18).
The district may be composed
of the territory of one or more incorporated municipalities, and its boundaries need not be cont iguous.
The
district 1.S organized to acquire,
appropriate, develop,
store, sell,

••• Districts may be organized
hereunder for the purpose of
acquiring, appropriating,
developing, storing, selling,
leasing, and distributing
water for, and devoting
water to municipal and domestic purposes, irrigation,
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lease and distribute water for agriculture, municipal, and industrial use
(U.C.A. 73-8-3).
Water may be developed, sold, or leased outside of the
district boundaries.
The municipality(s) within the district have preferential rights to purchase district water
in amount proportionate to the accumulat ion of taxes levied against the city
(U.C.A. 73-8-18).

voted for the proposal
16).

(U.C~A.

73-8-

There is no provision for terminating metropolitan water districts.
Boundary Changes
Any area annexed by a city within a
metropolitan water district is automatically annexed to the district
(U.C.A. 73-8-49).
Municipalities not
within the district may apply for
annexation to the board of directors.
If the application is approved, a
ratification election is held in the
applicant city, and the annexation ~s
authorized if a majority votes in the
affirmative. Any municipality within a
district may withdraw from it by majority vote in favor of a proposition of
withdrawal (U.C.A. 73-8-50).
Property
in the excluded area is still subject to
taxation to pay debts outstanding at the
time of withdrawal.

Supply of Resources
Funds for a construction and
operation of the district may come
from fees and charges, tax levy, and the
sale of general obligation and revenue
bonds (U.C.A. 73-8-18).
Bonded indebtedness may not exceed 10 percent of
the assessed valuation of property in
the district and interest paid may not
exceed 6 percent.
Revenue bonds and
contracts for procurement of water are
not counted in this limitation.
After
public hearing, a tax of up to 2 1/2
mills may be levied for district operation and maintenance, and additional
assessments must be sufficient to
satisfy bond payments and other assessments made on the district.
Indebtedness secured by tax proceeds must first
be approved by property owners in the
district (U.C.A. 73-8-26).
However,
districts are required to make payments
on debts from operating revenues if
possible (U.C.A. 73-8-31).

Use as a Water Institution
Metropolitan Water District of Salt
Lake City is the only district formed in
the study area.
Water Conservancy Districts
and Subdistricts
Organizational Age and History

Formation and Dissolution

Authorization for the creation of
Water Conservancy Districts was granted
by the legislature in 1941. The purpose
of this legislation was to create a
public entity to cooperate in an orderly
manner with federal agencies under
auspices of federal reclamation laws.
The major differences. in authority of
t his cIa s s 0 f s p e cia 1 dis t ric t from
other water related districts is that it
is recognized that water development
benefits the public "generally," consequently the public can pay for benefits "generally" even though specific
property may not be directly benefited.
The 1941 statute was patterned after

The legislative body of any mun~c~
pa1ity may initiate the creation of
a district by passing an ordinance
declaring that lithe public convenience
and necessity require the incorporation
of a metropolitan water district"
(U.C.A. 73-8-6).
Each municipality
named in the initial resolution must
either approve or reject inclusion
(U.C.A. 73-8-6), and the proposal is
then brought to a vote in the included
cities.
The district is then estab1 i shed and composed of the area of the
municipalities in which the majority
25

Water Conserv~ncy Acts in Colorado, Ohio
and New Mexico (Kelly 1950).

granted," except for water rights
for transmountain diversion (U. C. A.
73-9-l3(c).
Water conservancy subdistricts were given independent status
in 1951, and have acquired all the
rights and powers of a conservancy
district (U.C.A. 73-9-14).

Organizational Design
The Water Conservancy Districts are
governed by a board of directors not to
exceed 11 members.
If the district
compr ises more than 5 count ies, 21
directors may be appointed. Appointment
of board members is for 3 years with
approximately one-third of the board to
be appo inted every year.
The appo intment is by the District Court that
created the district (U.C.A. 73-9-9).
Water conservancy subdistricts have the
same structure, except that the board
may not have more than seven members
(U.C.A. 73-9-14).
The 1982 legislature
amended U.C.A. 73-9 so that appointment
of district directors of conservancy
districts covering more than five
count ies is to be accompl ished by the
governor with Senate approval.
The
appointed board chooses a director to
act as chairman and may appoint nonboard
members to serve as secretary and as
chief engineer (U.C.A. 73-9-10).

Supply of Resources
A water conservancy district may
charge fees for water, issue general
obligation and revenue bonds, and make
special assessments. General obligation
bonds must be approved by the voters
(U.C.A. 73-9-32). A revenue bond may be
issued by a district of less than 5
counties upon board approval providing
it is not challenged by district residents.
Property tax assessments may be
levied against four classes of service
as follows.
- Class A - A general tax on all
property not to exceed one mi 11 of
assessed valuation of property, except
that districts served by water from the
lower basin of the Colorado River may
not exceed 5 mills and 2 mills for upper
Color ad 0 R i v e r bas in w ate r (U • C • A .
73-9-16).
An additional 1/2 mill may
be levied in case of revenue deficiences
for repayment of debt (U.C.A. 73-9-20).

Other Domain Factors
The district is an arm of government separate from any municipality.
Districts are authorized to "control,
make use of and apply to beneficial
use all unappropriated waters in this
state to a direct and supplemental use
of such waters for domestic, manufacturing, irrigation, power, and other
beneficial uses" (U.C.A. 73-9-2).
Districts may acquire and develop water
outside their boundaries, but they are
not authorized to provide water services
outside their boundaries.
They may not
provide retail domestic service within
an existing municipality without municipal consent (U.C.A. 73-9-l3(q», may
generate and sell electric power from
plants owned by the district if the
plant was acquired or constructed
incidental and not a primary purpose of
the water project.
Districts have the
power of eminent domain as "necessary to
the exercise of the powers herein

- Class B - A special assessment for water sold to municipalities
(U.C.A. 73-9-17).
- Class C - A special assessment
for water sold to irrigation districts
(U.C.A. 73-9-18).
- Class D - A special assessment
for water sold to persons and private
corporations (U.C.A. 73-9-19).

Formation and Dissolution
A Water Conservancy District is
established by a district court after
petition of 20 percent of the owners of
land in a county or 10 percent or 500,
whichever is the lesser, of land owners
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in each county to be part of a mult icounty district.
The petitioners must
include 5 percent of the land owners in
each incorporated city or town to
be included (U.C.A. 73-9-4). A process
for notification and a hearing is
specified (U.C.A. 73-9-5).
If the
petition is presented in conformi ty
with these requirements, the district is
declared formed unless a protest
petition is filed. The protest pet1t10n
must be signed by 20 percent of the
landowners of the proposed district who
did not sign the original petition
(U.C.A.73-9-7).
Water conservancy
subdistricts are subject to substantially the same formation requirements
(U.C.A. 73-9-14).

Conservancy District are the only water
conservancy districts in the study
area.
Special Service Districts
Organizational Age and History
Authority for this type of special
district was granted by the legislature
in 1975 (U.C.A. 11-23-1 to 29). As part
of the authorizing legislation, the
previously gran~d authority to organize
drainage districts (U.C.A. 19-1-1.5) and
fire protection districts (U.C.A.
17-9-1) was withdrawn, although such
districts already in existence may
continue.
Generally speaking the
statute merely provides an orderly means
for local governments to provide extended services to a defined geographical area.

Boundary Changes
Land may be included within a
conservancy district on the petition of the owners, and after a hearing
(U.C.A. 73-9-290»,
Alternatively,
contiguous or noncontiguous lands may be
added to a district by court order,
following a petition signed by the
requisite number of owners of unincorporated, irrigated land and owners of
incorporated land.
The court may not
order such lands included if a protest
petition signed by the requisite number
of la~downers is filed (U.C.A. 739-29) •

Organizational Design
The governing authority of a
special service district is an Administrative Control Board of three or more
members.
If some part of a munic ipality or municipalities or an improvement
district is within the district, a
member of the board must be appointed
by the body or bodies.
Board members
other than those representing other
governmental units may be appointed by
the initiating governmental body or may
be elected for 4 year terms of office
with one-half of the board being elected
every 2 years (U.C.A. 11-23-24).

Lands may be removed from a district by order of the district board,
fo llowing a hearing, in response to a
petition for exclusion.
The board may
reject such petit ions if it deems the
exclusion not to be in the best interest
of the district, or if there are outstanding bonds.
If the district is
party to any contracts with the federal
government, the Secretary of Interior
must approve the withdrawal (U.C.A.
73-9-30).

Other Domain Factors
A county or municipality may
establish a service district to provide
any or all of- the following services:
"water, sewerage, drainage, flood
control, garbage, hospital, transportation, recreation, or fire protection"
(U.C.A. 11-23-4).
The area within any
service district may include all or
any part of the local government, and
all parts of the district need not be
contiguous.
The district has the same
powers of eminent domain as the county

Use as a Water Institution
in Salt Lake County
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District and Central Utah Water
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or municipality that established it.
Limitat ions include a requirement that
services to be provided are not already
being provided and that the consent of
the governing body must be granted
before a portion of a municipality can
be included in a district formed by a
county.
Services may be provided
outside of the district's boundaries.

provisions of this Act (U.C.A. 11-2328).
The governing board may dissolve
the district by resolution upon a
determination that it is no longer
needed (U.C.A. 11-23-27).
Boundary Changes
Additional services may be added
and additional areas annexed to the
district by the same procedures used to
create the district (U.C.A.
11-23-25).
Services may be discontinued and areas
withd"rawn from the district by resolution of the governing board, so long as
adequate provision is made for outstanding debt (U.C.A. 11-23-26,27).

Supply of Resources
The special service district 1S a
quas i-munic ipa 1 corporat ion and may
receive funds from fees, taxes, full
faith or credit bonds (after an affirmat ive vote), revenue bonds, and tax or
bond anticipation notes (U.C.A. 11-2314).
District funds must be kept
separate from those of the county or
municipality, and utilized solely for
district purposes.
All tax levies
and general obligation bonds must be
approved by the voters (U.C.A. 11-2321).
Debt payable by taxes is limited
to 12 percent of the assessed value of
property in the districts, unless
approved by the Department of Community
Affairs and a majority of the voters in
a bond election (U.C.A. 11-23-16).

Use as a Water Institution
There are no special service
districts in the study area that provide water services.
Garbage collection only is provided to residents
in the unincorporated county by Salt
Lake County Special Service District
1.

Other Water Related
Special Districts
Irrigation or conservation districts were authorized prior to 1876
(U.C.A. 73-7) but their authority is
limited, except for temporary arrangements, to the provision of water for
i rrigat ion and power.
Drainage d istricts which still exist are also
limited in power to the provision of a
single service.
As neither of these
special distric ts impact on the provision of municipal water supply or
wastewater treatment, they are not of
immediate interest to this study.

Tax anticipat ion notes and revenue
bonds are not counted in calculating
indebtedness.
The tax levy of the
district is in addition to property
taxes of other local governments in the
same area.
Formation and Dissolution
The governing authority of either a
county or a municipality may establish a
special service district on its own
motion. Alternatively a district may be
established by petition of 10 percent of
the eligible voters or by the owners of
10 percent of the assessed value of
property within the district.
Written
protest by 50 percent of the voters
within the proposed district invalidates
the establishment proceedings (U.C.A.
11-23-4 to 11). Other service districts
previously authorized (Le., drainage
and fire) may elect to be governed by

Nongovernmental Units Providing
Water Services
Under Utah law (U.C.A. 16-6),
non-profit corporations may be created
to provide water related services.
Section 16-6-20 states that the nonprofit corporation act "shall apply
to all corporations and to mutual
28

.

=
irrigation, canal, ditch, reservoir and
water companies and water users' associations organized and existing under the
laws of this state." Such corporations,
whose object is not pecuniary profit,
may be organized for any lawful purpose
"including, but not limited to •
water development, diversion, storage,
distribution or use" (U.C.A. 16-6-21).

bodies a outlined in U.C.A. 16-10.
Corporations engaged in water related
service are under the jurisdiction of
the Public utilities Commission as to
rates and service quality and quantity
(U.C.A. 54-5-18). The principal example
in Salt Lake County is White City Water
Company.
Private organizations, organized with either a profit or nonprofit
motive, are not affected by governmental
reorganizations (unless, of course, the
new body were to take over ownership by
purchase) and are not material to
this study.

The enabling legislation is very
general in its description of corporation functions and services.
Consequently, little is found relating
specifically to the water functions.
However, the non-profit corporations are
given power to acquire and dispose of
real property in a fashion simi lar to
the water conservancy districts.
A
number of nonprofit irrigation companies
have been and are significant for
domestic water supply in Salt Lake
County. The larger units include Draper
Irrigation Company with 1100 connections
in 1982, The Spring Creek Irrigation
Company wi th 530 connec t ions. and Be 11
Canyon Irrigation Company with 410
connect ions.
The general trend, however, is for irrigation companies to
enter into water exchange agreements or
dispose entirely of their culinary
supply activities.

Summary of Water Service
Organizations in Salt
Lake County
A review of the various kinds of
organizat ions (Table 2-3) providing
water services in Salt Lake County
discloses a very complex domain from a
countywide perspective.
At least 34
organizations provided retail domestic
water supply in Salt Lake County in
1982, and 9 were engaged in wholesale
activities (Table 2-4). Eleven of these
agencies also provided sewer services.
The public agencies and larger private
companies are shown in Figure 2-6.
In
1979, there were 19 municipalities
or special districts providing wastewater collection services (Table
2-5), processed through 9 treatment
plants (Table 2-6).
Wastewater districts are mapped in Figure 2-7.

Water supply services are also
provided by a limited number of corporat ions organized for profit.
State
authority granted to these corporate
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Table 2-3.

Summary table of organizations providing water services in Salt Lake
County.

Organization
Type

Structure of
Governing Authority

Counties

Board of County Commissioners consisting
of 3 members elected
at large. Optional
form: general county,
urban county, community council, and
modified community
counc i l •

Separate and independent
corporate entity; may not
infringe on powers of
incorporated cities and
towns; has power of eminent
domain; extraterritoriaL
powers not mentioned in
statutes, though possibly
anticipated in the operation of the special and
improvement districts.

Municipal type
services to unincorporated areas of
county, sheriff,
zoning, franchising,
fire, public health.

Cities and
Towns

First Class: 5 commlSsioners designated as
mayor + 4 commissioners
to be elected at large.
Second Class: Board of
Commissioners designat,ed as mayor + 2 commissioners to be
elected at large.
Third CI.ass: Mayor and
city counc
of 5
councilmen to be elected at l argl'.
Town: A Board of Trustees designated as the
President + 4 Trustees
to be elected at large.
Optional Forms:
Council-Mayor, separate.
Council-Manager
Council mayor may not
be elected at large.

Independent political
and corporate body
of first, second, third,
or town class based
upon population. Full
powers of eminent
domain; extraterritorial
powers to obtain or
market services.

Water supply, fire,
sewerage, lighting,
drains, sidewalks,
traffic reg., police,
licensing.

Municipal
lmprovement

Governing body of the
municipality creating
the district.

District is governed
by and is a part of
the municipality; has
same eminent domain
powers as municipality;
has no ext raterri torial,
powers except to obtain
water and sell it.

Streets, curb,
gutter, parking,
s ewe r, d r a ins,
street lighting,
electricity,
shade trees,
water works.

County Water
and Sewer
Improvement

Board of Trustees can
be County Commission,
or be appointed by
Commission or be elected.

Separate arm of the
government, but tied
closely to the county
authority; has same
eminent domain powers
as counties; has extraterri torial powers for
marketing services

Water deveLopment,
sewer development,
stream sewers and
flood control.

LegaL Status
and Powers
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Types of Service

Table 2-3.

Continued.

IJ

Organization
Type

Resources

E
Creation and Dissolution
Procedures

F

Boundary Changes

Counties

Constitutional provision limits indebtedness to 2% of assessed
valuation. Tax limited by this provision
and requirement for
zero-base budgeting.
Bonding capacity subject to constitutional
limitation and Utah
Municipal Bond Act
(see Cities and Towns).

Original creation by act
of legislature; subsequent
creation through petition
to exising county commission followed by electoral majorities in both
the proposed new county
and the remaining original
county.

Created by act of
legislature, entire
county may petition
for annexation to
another county if
approved by majority
of voters.

Cities and
Towns

Constitutional debt
limitation of 4% of
assessed valuation;
1st and 2nd class
cities may add an
additional 4% and 3rd
class and towns may
add an additional 8%
for the purpose of
supplying water,
lighting, or sewerage.
Tax levy limited by
this debt ceiling and
requirement for
zero-base budgeting.
May issue revenue and
general obligation
bonds subject to the
Utah Municipal Bond
Act. G.O. bonds
require electoral
approval.

Created by petition to
County Commissioners by
100 or more real property
tax payers followed by an
electoral approval within the proposed city.

May incorporate,
disincorporate under
general statuatory
provisions, may
change boundaries
through annexation
upon petition of
majority of property
holders to be
annexed.

Municipal
Improvement

May tax property in
districts; not to exceed 0 or 1 mill O&M
costs of imp. May
issue special improvement bonds, not to
exceed unpaid balance
of O&M costs.

Created by resolution of
municipal governing body;
must be abandoned if 2/3
of property owners
protest.

Territory limited
to land within
municipal corporate boundaries;
changes in territory by action of
municipal governing body.

County Water
and Sewer
Improvement

Taxation limited to 12%
of assessed valuation
or 4 mills maximum.
May issue revenue and
general obligation
bonds with election.

Created by resolution of
County Commission or by
petition by 25%+ of landowners.

Boundary changes
through petition
of 25% of land
owners and approval
of governing board.
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Table 2-3.

Continued.

A

B

C

Organization
Type

Structure of
Governing Authority

County
Improvement

Board of County Commissioners.

Actually only a part of
the county authority; same
eminent domain power as
county; no extraterritorial
powers.

Streets, lighting,
curbing, sewerage,
drainage, flood control, driveways.

County Service Area

Board of Trustees
either (1) County
Commission or (2)
appointed by County
Commission or (3)
elected by voters.

Quasi-municipal powers by
the corporation; same
eminent domain powers as
county; no extraterritorial
powers.

Extended police, fire,
water, recreation,
library, sewer, flood
control, garbage, airports, zoning and
planning, streets, curb
and gutter, mosquito,
hospital.

Metropolitan
Water
District

Board of Directors
appointed by governing body of municipality within the
district.

A separate and independent
political corporate entity
with powers the same as a
municipality for water
development; has extraterritorial powers for all
necessary extensions and
devleopment of water.

Acquiring, appropriating, developing,
sharing, seiling, leasing and distributing
water (AG & M&I).

Water Conservancy
District

Board of Directors
appointed by the
county commission or
governor (see text
for details).

A poli
subdivision
and a body corporate with
all the powers of a public
of munic
1 corporation;
has eminent domain powers
except for water rights from
a "transmountain" diversion;
has extraterritorial powers
for necessary development of
water services.

Water deveiopi1:eCit and
delivery for AG ,S M&;:
including power plan~s.

Special
Service
District

Governing body of
county and/or cities
in district or delegated to an administrative control board.

A separate body politic and
corporate and a quasimunicipal public corporation
which has the same eminent
domain powers as municipalities or counties ani
extraterritorial powers for
necessary development of
services.

Water, sewerage, drainage, flood control, garbage, hospital, transportation, recreation
and fire protection.

County
Drainage
District

Board of Supervisors appointed by
County Commission.

Actually only a part of
the county authority; has
eminent domain power for
drainage purposes only; no
extraterritorial powers.

Drainage systems.

Legal Status
and Powers
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Table 2-3.

Continued.

D

Organization
Type

Resources

E
Creation and Dissolution
Procedures

F

Boundary Changes

county
Improvement

May tax only when
special assessments
on properties benefited is insufficient. May issue
revenue bonds on
special assessments.

Created by resolution of
County Commission

Statutes imply capacity for boundary
changes but no
specific powers
mentioned.

County Service Area

May tax up to 5 mills.
May issue revenue
and general obligation
bonds with election.

Created by resolution of
County Commission or
petition by 10%+ of landowners or voters.

Procedures for boundary change same as
for creation.

Metropolitan
Water
District

May tax to a general
limit of 2.5 mills but
additional tax allowed
to payoff debt. May
issue both revenue and
general obligation
bonds.

Created by passage of an
ordinance by the governing
body of the municipality
and election.

Automatically annexes
if municipal ity
annexes, also retains
withdrawal rights.

Water Conservancy
District

May use 4 types of tax,
limitation of 1,2, or
5 mills on Class A
based on county used,
no limitation on
Class B, C, and Dj
subdistricts'may tax
to 2 mills. May issue
revenue and general
obligation bonds with
elector approval. In
districts with less
than five counties,
water approval not
necessary for revenue
bonds.

Created by order of a district court of the state
or petitioned by 25%+ of
landowners.

Boundary change~ upon
petition and wilh
approval of district
court and, if participating in federal
reclamation project,
the Secretary of the
Interior.

Special
Service
District

May tax all property
in district--limitatation of 12% of
market value of property. May issue revenue
and general obligation
bonds, tax anticipation notes, bond anticipation notes, and
guaranteed bonds.

Created by resolution of
county or munic
lity or
by petition by 10% of
voters or owners of 10%+ of
assessed valuation.

Boundary changes fol
low same proceeding
as in establishment
of district.

County
Drainage
District

No taxing authority,
only special assessments. No bonding
capaci ty.

No new districts may be
formed under this statute-may be formed under Special
Service District Act.

Status unclear-possibly similar to
Special Service
District approach.

33

=

Table 2-3.

Continued.

A

B

c

Organization
Type

Structure of
Governing Authority

Irrigation
District

Board of Directors
elected by district
landowners.

Unclear legal status-possibly the same as
quasi-municipal body; no
eminent domain powers
except for necessary water
delivery easements; does
have extraterritorial powers
for marketing or contracting for water.

Water development
for irrigat ion
purposes and power
development. Surplus
can be sold.

Private
Nonprofit
Corporat ion

Specified on bylaws
and articles of incorporation; usually
seen as a president
and board of directors elected by the
stockholders.

Private nonprofit corporation. Not subject to the
rule of the Utah Safe
Drinking Water Act if delivering M&I drinking water
to less than 25 users. No
power of eminent domain;
no political territory involved, but a geographic
acreage limitation is
imposed by the state engineer on irrigation companies.

Anything included in
the bylaws or the
articles of incorporation, Usually
centered on the
delivery of water
supply to stockholders.

Pub lic
Utilities

Specified in bylaws
and articles of incorporation and subject to the regulation of the Utah
Public Service Commission in rate
setting and service
requirements.

Private corporation or
public stock corporation
subject to regulation of
the Public Service Commission of Utah. No
power of eminent domain.

May include heating,
common carrier, gas,
transportation, water,
sewerage, electric,
telephone, telegraph,
warehouser delivered
to the general public.

Legal Status
and Powers
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Table 2-3.

Continued.

D

Organization
Type

Resources

E
Creation and Dissolution
Procedures

F

Boundary Changes

Irrigat ion
District

May issue a "special
tax" with no set mill
limitation. May issue
revenue and general
obligation bonds.

Created by petition of 50%+
of landowners (or Governor)
to County Commission then
approved by state engineer
and an election.

Boundary changes
through the same
procedure as district creation.

Private
Nonprofit
Corporaiton

No taxing authority.
May issue regular
corporate bonds in the
open market; may be
limited in potential
by financial profile
of the company.

May incorporate under the
procedures set forth for
any nonprofit corporation.
Nongovernmental action based
on private initiative.

Company may alter
its service area
subject to stockholder approval,
and in the case of
an irrigation company, state engineer approva l.

Public
Utilities

Private entity; not
provided with power
of taxation. May
issue regular corporate bonds in the
open market; may be
limited in potential
by rate structure,
hence revenue, decisions of Utah Public Service Commission.

Private initiative to provide specified services to
public automatically comes
under definition of public
utility unless excluded by
statute.

No annexation potential; may, however,
expand or contract
service area.
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Table 2-4.

Domestic water supply systems in Salt Lake County, 1982.
Number
Residential
Connections

System
Alta Town
Bluffdale City
Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Copperton Imp. District
Draper Irrigation Co.
Granger-Hunter Imp. Dist.
Herriman Pipeline Co.
Holladay Water Co.
Kearns Imp. District
Magna Imp. District
Metropolitan Water Dist.
of Salt Lake City
Midvale City
Murray City
Riverton City
Salt Lake County Water
Conservancy District
Salt Lake City
Sandy City
South Jordan City
South Salt Lake City
Taylorsville-Bennion
Imp. District
West Jordan City
White City Water Co.
Other systems*

Whole
sale
Activity

Provides
Wastewater
Service

x

33
220

x
349
1,100
13,784
128
2,950
6,050
4,200

x

x

x

x
X

X

1,943
8,674
1,400
7,035
76,660
15,220
1,200
2,673
9,703
6,925
2,994
2,337

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X

*American Mobile Home Park, Bell Canyon Irrig. Co., Ft. Douglas,
Hi Country Estates, Lower Boundary Spring Irrig. Co., McDonald Apartments, Millstream Trailer Ct., North Dry Creek Irrig. Co., Pace
Trailer Park, Silverfork Pipeline Co., Silver Lake Co., Spring Glen
Water Co., University of Utah, Utah State Prison, Webb Well Water
Users.
Source:

Utah Bureau of Public Water Supplies.
information system.
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Retail water supply districts in Salt Lake County.
Holladay Water
Company is served by Salt Lake City under an exchange agreement, and
is included in area 6 on the map.
Alta 1S located outside the area
covered by the map.
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Table 2-5.

Wastewater districts in Salt Lake County, 1979.

Municipality or
District

Vol

00

Alta Town
Chesterfield Imp. Dist.
Copperton Imp. Dist.
Granger-Hunter Imp. Dist.
Kearns Imp. Dist.
Magna Imp. Dist.
Midvale City
Murray City
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City Sub.
San. Dist. 1tt
Salt Lake City Sub.
San. Dist. 1t2
Salt Lake County
Sewer Imp. Dist. #1
Salt Lake County
Cottonwood San. Dist.
Salt Lake County Servo
Area #3 (Snowbird)
Sandy and Sandy-Sub.
San. Dist.
South Salt Lake City
Taylorsville-Bennion
• Dist.
West Jordan City

Estimated
Population
Served

Date Began:
Sewer System/
Treatment plant

1,500
2,000
800
50,000
19,441
10,000
10,000
29,000
189,000

1973/1958
1963/1955
1936/na
1959/1959
1942/1959
na/1962
1916/1956
na/1953
1890/1965

Salt Lake County Cottonwood
Salt Lake City Sub. San. #1
Kennecott Copper Wastewater Plant
Granger-Hunter
Granger-Hunter
Magna
Tri-community
Murray
Salt Lake Ci

107,000

1955/1955

Salt Lake City Sub. San. #1

14,600

1958/1956

Tri-community

21,000

1976/1956

Tri-community

63,000

1958/1958

Salt Lake County Cottonwood

750

1971/1958

Salt Lake County Cottonwood

25,700
9,300

1962/1962
1940/1954

Sandy
South Salt Lake

32,400
30,000

1959/1955
1958/1956

Salt Lake Ci
Tri-community

na - not available.
Source:

Utah State Department of Health (1979).

Discharge Treated At

Sub. San. #1

I..
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Table 2-6.

Wastewater treatment works in Salt Lake County. 1979.

Community or District

w

Murray
South Salt Lake
Salt Lake City Suburban
Sanitary Dist. 1
Tri-community (Midvale)
Salt Lake County
Cottonwood San. Dist.
Granger-Hunter Imp. Dist.
Sandy
Magna Imp. Dist.
Salt Lake City

Year
Operation
Began

Type of
Plant*

Entities
Served
1
2

40.000
30,000

4.0
4.55

691,196
2,196,331 a

1955
1956

TF
TF

2
4

80,000
24,000

16.00
3.6

2,231.000
737,050 a

1958
1959
1962
1962
1965

TF
TF-2S
AS
TF
TF-2S

3
2
2
1
1

40,000
60,000
12,325
13,000
275,000

8.00
7.30
1.5
1.3
45.0

1,188,244 a
1,086,000
601.000
284.000
6,622,oooa

Trickling filter
Trickling filter. two stage
Activated sludge

U~ah

Approx.
Plant Cost

TF
TF

aIncludes plant enlargements 1969-70.
Source:

Des1gn
Flow
(MGD)

1953
1954

1.0

*TF:
TF-2S:
AS:

Design
Pop.

State Department of Health (1979).
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Taylol'$vilfe·Bennion Improvement District

Special districts

Ml..lrt-av
Municipa!i!it!1l

WeH Jordan

Sa!t lake Cit"

Midvale

Magna Water and Sev.mf !rnnrO\lt!rn6nt District

Salt Lake Ci\V Suburb.1n 8lI'ni(arv DiSt,i;::t No.2

Granoef.Hunler Irnpn')Vernent Diurlct

Salt Lake County COH<mwooo Sanitarv Di$vict

South Salt La\lJ!

Salt Lake County SIlWer Impr(lvcrnent DisuiCI No.1

Sail Lake Chy Suburbafl 'Sahltary DiStrict No. I

Sandv Suburban Irnproverl'u!r'It Dislrict

Keiltfl$ Irnnrovernefll Dismct

Copperlon ImprOIlI)mt'nl District

Sewer districts in Salt Lake County.
Sandy City, Chesterfield Improvement District, Alta, and Salt Lake County Service Area #3 are not
shown in Figure 2-7.
Sandy City merged its sewer operations with
Sandy Suburban Improvement District, and the Chesterfield district was
annexed by Granger-Hunter Improvement District. Alta and Snowbird are
located in the Wasatch Mountains, outside the area covered by the map.
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CHAPTER III
RESPONSES TO A CHANGING ENVIRONMENT:

THE FRAMEWORK

OF INTERORGANIZATION RELATIONS
Introduction

to imp lement needed changes.
Mart in
(1963) suggested 16 options for solving
urban problems such as those in Salt
Lake County, and in fact most have been
used there.
The alternatives, with
examples from Salt Lake County, are
described in order of increasing difficulty of implementation in Table 3-1.

Numerous
organizations provide
water and sewer services in Salt Lake
County.
As urbanization brings about
increased demand for water supply and
more threats to water qua 1 i ty, the
technological and organizational components necessary to extend services,
reallocate limited water supplies,
protect quality, and provide operational
fIe x i b iIi t y i n c rea s e t h e' fun c t ion a 1
interdependence among the older organizations and lead to pressures for
regionalization (Koelzer and Bigler

The Framework of Interorganization Relations
Experience shows that organizations
generally strive to preserve autonomy
and must have compelling reasons to join
in coordinated actions. Some of the more
persuas~ve
motivations include direct
mandates from a superior authority
(federal requirements for regional water
quality planning), strong financial
incentives (eligibility for federal or
state grants), perceived benefits that
clearly outweigh costs, and avoidance
of conflicts or obstacles (Guetzkow
1966).
However, as a more basic underlying factor, water service organizat ions operate ~n a common environment
for physical and financial resources,
markets, and personnel (Aiken and Hage
1968) and are consequently compelled to
cooperate in order to take advantage of
joint uses or to achieve greater control
over the total, system.
In the end, the
degree to which organizations behave
cooperatively depends on the incentives.
Studies on interorganization behavior,
summarized by Schermerhorn (1975),
suggest three main incentives to interorganizational cooperation: 1) resource
scarcity or performance distress, 2)
norms supportive of cooperation, and 3)
support or influence from powerful third
parties.
Van de Ven and Ferry (980)

1975).
The adjustments in organizational
arrangements that would improve water
services in response to the changing
demands of an urbanizing area (and the
effects of urbanization on the volume,
t~m~ng, and quality of available water
supply) are difficult to specify.
The purpose of this chapter is not to
recommend specific revisions, but rather
to examine the factors that have been
influencing the course of whatever
changes have been made, with emphasis on
the two proposals for major reorganization of local government within the
county.
Alternative Solutions to
Urban Problems
The organizations providing urban
water sewer services periodically
anticipate the service needs of a
growing and changing population and
respond with changes in facilities and
services.
A number of procedural
and structural adjustments can be used
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Table 3.1.

Alternative solutions to urban problems with Salt Lake City examples.

Definition of alternative l
Procedural Devices
Informal cooperation: an agreement, neither
authorized nor prohibited by law between
two or more local units of government to
improve services.
Service contract: a legal undertaking on the
part of one government to supply and on the
part of another government to receive (and
usually pay for) the service(s) named.

t

Example from Salt Lake County

Sandy City water department and Salt Lake County
Water Conservancy District share the same radio dispatch frequency for service trucks to facilitate coordination on service calls.
A number of retail water supply systems purchase some
part of their supply from other systems. The Salt
Lake County Water Conservancy District is the most
active wholesaler.

Parallel action: an agreement between two
or more governments to pursue a common
course of action. The decisions are agreed
upon jointly, but their implementation requires individual action by the governments
involved.
Conference: the bringing together at regular
intervals, of representatives of the local
governments within a given area for the
discussion of common problems, the exchange
of information, and the development of agreements on policy questions of mutual interest.

Hydrologic interdependence has led to weekly meetings
of water supply system managers (conference), especially in peak demand summer months, to decide on
surface and groundwater use and pumping schedules
(parallel action).

Compact: a formal agreement under which two or
more governments undertake certain mutual
obligations.

Salt Lake City has been able to obtain high quality
surface water sources in the mountains on the east by
exchange agreements with irrigation companies holding
the rights. The City delivers lower quality Jordan
River water for irrigation and the irrigation companies allow it to divert the higher quality mountain
stream water into the culinary system.

i

Ii

..
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Table 3.1.

Continued.

Definition of alternative l

Example from Salt Lake County

Transfers of functions: the transfer of one
or more functions from one government to
another that is larger and has greater
resources.

The growth of Sandy City through annexation created an
unwieldy sewer system. The city relinquished its
sewer system to Sandy Suburban Sanitary District in
the 1970s.

Extraterritorial jurisdiction: a legal grant
by the state which permits a city to go outside its legal limits for certain functions.

Cities were given extraterritorial powers over development in watersheds that serve as water supply
sources before statehood.

Incorporation: a process through which a
given geographic area is transformed into
a legal corporation which is recognized by
law as an entity having particular functions,
rights, duties, and liabilities.

Incorporation prOV1Slons for cities and towns were
developed early in territorial history, and the
alternative remains attractive, as evidenced by the
recent incorporations of Riverton (1978), Draper
(1978), and West Valley City (1980).

Structural Devices
Annexation: the simple legal device of expanding municipal boundaries to incorporate additional territory.

This approach was aggressively pursued by Sandy City
in the 1970s.

~

w

City-county separation: the division or separation of the city from the county. The basic
purpose of this device is to divide urban and
rural populations so that each may have the
kind and level of service it desires and is
willing to pay for.

This is the traditional approach to local government
in Utah.

Functional consolidation: th~ consolidating or
merging of functions in a particular metropolitan area without necessarily consolidating or
abolishing any existing units of government.

Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County health departments
merged in the 1970s.

Geographic consolidation: the merger or consolidation of two or more units of government
into one government.

Chesterfield Improvement District merged with GrangerHunter Improvement District in 1978.

.,

~

Table 3.1.

Continued.

Definition of alternative l

+:+:-

Example from Salt Lake County

Special district: a unit of government established to administer one or more designated
functions. The new unit does not necessarily
have to coincide with previous political
boundaries.

A number of special district types are provided for
in Utah law, and described in Chapter II

Authority: a type of public administrative
agency with quasi-governmental powers. This
type of adaptation is similar to the special
district. The major difference is the normally larger geographic area of the authority
and its power to issue revenue bonds.

The Provo-Jordan River Parkway Authority was established as an agency of the state to promote development of a parkway along the Jordan River. The
Central Utah Water Conservancy District, covering 12
Utah counties is probably a better example of this
"regional special district."

Metropolitan government: a general government
with jurisdiction over a substantial portion
of the metropolitan area.

The proposals discussed in Chapter IV are versions of
this alternative.

Regional agency: a unit of government which
represents a regional approach to suprametropolitan problems.

The Wasatch Front Regional Council is a multicounty
council of government established in 1969, with
representation from five Utah counties covering
most of Utah's urbanized Wasatch Front. Its
purpose is to improve communication, coordinate
planning, and undertake specific area-wide activities
of benefit to members.

lFrom Glendening and Atkins 1977.
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describe a more general model of interagency networks.
The assumptions and
situational factors affecting interorganizational cooperation are summarized from their model in Figure 3-1.

trends) to determine what problems each
organization was likely to perceive as
most important) and how the government
consolidation proposals answered these
needs.
The three areas are adequacy of
facilities, water source and quality,
and costs and revenues.

The assumptions of the model
suggest that officials of affected
agencies can generally be expected to
oppose unification or consolidation
as ways of coping with urban growth)
because such alternatives 1) clearly
reduce autonomy; 2) are unlikely to be
seen as maximizing gains or minimizing
losses for any single organization; 3)
appear to surrender domain rather than
protect it; and 4) are radical rather
than incremental changes. The empirical
literature on metropolitan reorganization confirms this conclusion (Rosenbaum
and Kammerer 1974; Cole and Caputo 1972;
Murphy and Warren 1974») as does the
Salt Lake County experience.

Growth Trends
From 1970 to 1980, estimated
res ident ial and munic ipal water use
in Salt Lake County increased by about
41 percent (Table 3-2), to accommodate a
population increase of 35 percent. Over
the next 30 years, continued population
growth is expected to lead to an increase in residential and municipal use
of an additional 80 percent.
Such an
increase will require an addition of
over 100,000 acre feet per year in
domestic supplies, either by conversion
from other uses or deve lopment of new
sources. The recent growth has not been
spread uniformly throughout the county,
so demands to expand water services have
varied from one water system to another
(Table 3-3).
The pace of growth in
the improvement districts and the
municipal systems in the south county
has been much faster than for the county
overall, and these same areas contain
most of the remaining undeveloped land
in the county.
They are therefore the
most likely to have been motivated
to seek cooperat ive solutions to needs
for service expansion.
The communities
in the south and west should also be the
most sens~t ~ve to "outside ll proposals
that threaten the arrangements on which
they depend for real izing continued
growth expectations.

Superimposed on the institutional
preference for independent action
are situational f ac tors that affect
incentives for water service organizations to cooperate. Managers and policy'
makers of the larger water organizations
have generally been involved in water
services for many years) and are well
acquainted with their counterparts in
other water agencies.
The long period
of interaction among water policy makers
has led to a substantial degree of
agreement on problems and solutions.
The domains of water service organizations in Salt Lake County are quite
similar as well.
These are all factors
that encourage cooperation.
However)
the relatively large number of organizations) and the fact that domains are not
merely similar but sometimes competing
(growth for one organization comes at
the expense of another») are hindrances
to coordinated action.

Adequacy of Facilities
Distribution and conveyance pipelines deteriorate and must be periodically serviced or replaced. Storage and
pumping facilities must be installed to
maintain pressure and peaking capacity.
Treatment must be provided for new
lower quality sources) or in response
to more stringent standards. Responding
to these problems entails costs that

The situational factor that received most at tent ion in compi 1 ing
organization profiles was resource
dependence.
Information in three
areas of water service operat ions was
compiled) against a background of growth
45

AS SUMPTIONS
1. Organizations strain to maintain their autonomy.
2.

Organizations maximize gains and m1n1m1ze losses 1n becoming
involved in relationships with other agencies.

3.

Organizations attempt to protect and enhance their domains.

4.

Increases in the size of the interagency network and in the amount
of resource flows between agencies increase problems of integration
and pattern maintenance of the interagency network.

5.

Interagency networks emerge incrementally and grow with successful
previous encounters at coordination.
Relationship of
coordination incentive to increase in
factor

SITUATIONAL FACTORS

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Resource Dependence
- Agency's need for external resources
- Agency's need for other agencies in
network
Response to Problem, Opportunity, or
Mandate
- Perceived willingness to respond to
external problem, opportunity, or mandate
- Extent agencies carry out commitments and
believe relationships are worthwhile,
productive, and satisfying
Awareness
- Knowledge of system needs, problems, or
opportunities
- Knowledge of other agency's services and
goals
Personal acquaintance of agency representatives
Consensus
Agreement among agencies on solutions to
needs or problems
- Agreement on services and goals of
agencies in network
Conflict on means and ends of network
Domain Similarity
Sameness of agency goals, services, staff
skills, and clients with other agencies
in network
Size
- Number of agencies 1n network

Figure 3-1.

+

+

+

+

+
+
+

+

+

+

Assumptions and situational factors in the interagency network model
(adapted from Van de Ven and Ferry 1980).
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Table 3-2.

Salt Lake County historical and projected water uses and diversions (acre feet).

Year

Residential and
Municipal Use

Irrigation
Diversions

Special
Industrial
Diversions

1965
1970
1975
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
2010

99,500
119,000
141,000
167,700
188,600
211,400
234,700
257,500
303,800

302,900
304,900
276,500
294,900
282,400
269,900
257,400
244,900
219,900

113,600
153,000
139,400
161,500
166,500
171,500
176,500
181,500
191,500

Stock Use
(Groundwater)
34,200
33,500
33,500
33,600
32,600
31,600
30,600
29,600
27,600

Total
Diversions

Municipal Supply
Deficit Over
a
Existing Supplies

550,200
610,500
590,400
657,700
670,000
684,400
699,200
713,500
742,800

3,600
26,400
49,700
72,500
118,800

aExisting (1980) supply estimated at 185,000 AF.
+:-...J

Source:

Salt Lake County Council of Governments (1977) and Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City,
et a1. (1982).
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Table 3-3.

Residential connections and water use (in millions of gallons) in Salt Lake County water supply
agencies, 1970-1980.
Residential
connections
1970

System

+=-

OJ

Alta
Bell Canyon
Copperton
Draper Irr.
Granger-Hunter
Herriman
Holladay
Kearns
Magna
Midvale
Murray
Riverton
Salt Lake County
WCD
Salt Lake City
Sandy
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
Spring Creek
Taylorsvi lleBennion
West Jordan
White City

Water
use
1970

Water
use
1975

Residential
connections
1980

Water
use
1980

NA
NA
NA
NA
8,283
123
2,717
3,736
NA
2,135
4,909
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
2,370.7
29.0
765.8
1,052.5
539.6
777 .8
1,637.4
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
13,100
130
2,872
3,887
NA
3,000
5,220
1,307

NA
NA
NA
NA
3,118.54
NA
844.41
1,193.25
NA
1,092 .93
2,790.26
306.30

NA
410
277
1,080
15,544
NA
3,009
5,550
4,100
NA
NA
NA

NA
171.37
63.14
838.82
4,564.60
NA
1,041.95
1,238.76
1,050.90
NA
NA
NA

5,000
67,353
NA
759
2,530
523

1,252.1
23,276.5
NA
119.1
757.6
176.4

6,200
74,208
8,670
955
2,660
508

1,790.82
27,459.36
2,401.26
291.81
967.37
178.62

7,030
67,543
1,728
2,763
511

2,135.75
29,038.85
4,136.48
524.06
913 .03
184.21

3,034
600
1,295

648.2
244.2
330.0

5,300
3,200
2,111

1,433.96
1,035.76
519.04

9,620
6,105
3,016

2,274.99
1,803.86
844.67

NA = information not available.
Source:

Residential
connections
1975

Utah Division of Water Rights.

organizations may attempt to reduce by
cooperative arrangements.
Neighboring
water agencies may be able to share
trunkl ines and thereby divide their
maintenance costs, as in the sharing
of a line by Sandy and Salt Lake County
Water Conservancy District.
Joint
storage facilities may be constructed,
or supplemental storage obtained from
another system.
The latter arrangement
appears to have been made between South
Jordan and the Draper Irrigation Company. Treatment may be obtained through
a supplemental service contract with
an organization having treatment capacity in excess of its needs.
This
describes some of the agreements between
the Metropolitan Water District and the
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy
District.

Table 3-6 clarifies the information
in Table 3-5.
This table shows that
Salt Lake City Water Department, Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake, and
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy
District manage the vast majority of
water supply in the Salt Lake Valley.
Of these three, Salt Lake City Water
Department manages 98.6 percent of the
valley's total surface water supply and
34.6 percent of the valley's total
groundwater.
This indicates an interesting pattern.
Surface water is the
prime source for the north valley, while
newer communities and districts serving
the south valley have had to develop
their own groundwater or purchase
surface supplies from Salt Lake City or
its Metropolitan Water District.
Table 3-7 shows the purchase
agreements in the Sal t Lake Valley.
The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy
District markets its supply, consisting
of its own developed groundwater and
surface water purchased from the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake, to
the growing communities in the south
valley area.

Wastewater treatment plants also
require maintenance that represents a
significant expense, but the greater
problem in Salt Lake County has been an
inability to keep up with increased
flows and also satisfy recent federal
and state standards.
Table 3-4 shows
that in 1972 only three of the county's
treatment plants were in a position to
accommodate new growth. By 1979, design
capacity was being exceeded in six of
nine plants.
New construction is the
only alternative in such a situation,
and smaller systems in particular would
have a strong incentive to pool their
resources.

The data from the preceding tables
illustrate an interesting aspect of the.
domains for the water service organizations in the Salt Lake Valley.
The
growing communities in the south end of
the valley are high ly dependent on
marketing of surplus water from the
Salt Lake City Water Department and the
Metropolitan Water District of Salt
Lake.
Thus, the water supply relationships increase the domain uncertainty of
the communities and special districts in
the valley.
Salt Lake City is able
to extend surplus suppl ies and draw
them back in times of water shortage to
preserve its own domain resources.

Water Sources and Quality
The significant water supply
relationships in the Salt Lake Valley
are presented in Tables 3-5 to 3-7.
Table 3-5 profiles the basic water
sources for the communities and water
districts during the study period. From
this table, it can be seen that the
valley draws from both surface supplies
and groundwater. Furthermore, the table
indicates that most of the communities
and districts must purchase some portion
of their water from other water service
organizations.

Any governmental reorganizat ion
which might have affected the management
or availability of this surplus water
would have significant impacts on the
domain uncertainties of the remaining
governmental organizations.
This
highly unequal distribution of water
supply rights to population has been

49

Table 3-4.

Design capacity and actual use of wastewater
Lake County, 1972 and 1979.

treatment plants 1n Salt

1972

1979

Design

Actual

Design

Actual

Treatment plant

Capacity
(P.E.)

p.E.a

Capacity
(P. E.)

p.E.a

Granger-Hunter
Magna
Murray
Salt Lake City
Salt Lake City Sub.
Sanitation District 1
Salt Lake County
Cottonwood Sanitation
District
Sandy
South Salt Lake
Tri-Community

60,000
13,000
15,000
275,000

64,000
6,800
22,000
190,000

60,000
13 ,000
40,000
275,000

71,552
7,052
40,900
214,000

120,000

105,000

80,000

141,400

40,000
12,325
30,000
24,000

40,000
12,500
28,000
31,000

30,000
12,325
30,000
36,000

63,750
25,700
29,856
75,600

alncludes
Source:

industrial

wastes.

Salt Lake County Government Study Commission (1974); Utah State Department
of Health (1979).

continually modified through informal
redistributions by way of the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and
the Salt Lake County Water Conservancy
District to the growing areas in the
south and west parts of the valley.

actively seeks to preserve an inexpensive and long developed system while
another seeks to bring down its service
costs by finding lower cost sources and
bringing them into its own system.
Data on service and installation
charges of the various organizations
during the study period were insuffic ient to draw inferences.
However,
Table 3-8 does show the debt profiles of
the various organizations during that
period. From this table, it can be seen
that a minority of the organizations has
active debt issues during the study
period.
Approximately one-third of the
municipalities were then using general
obligation bonds to finance their
capital growth.
One municipality,
Murray, issued a revenue bond to finance
construction of a major hospital.

Costs and Revenues
The costs of providing water
services to an urbaniz ing region vary
among the different organizations.
Some organizations of long existence
have completed construction of rather
easily obtained local sources and now
market re lat ive ly inexpens ive water
services.
Other organizations of later
creation have had to seek less easily
accessed or non10cal sources that
exhibit greater costs of development.
Thus, the same service may present
widely different costs to the different
users.
This, in turn, may create an
incentive set wherein one organization

Between four and six of the fourteen water service districts were
50
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Table 3-5.

V1

......

Domestic water use by public systems and type of source,
(millions of gallons).

Alta
Chesterfield
Copperton
Granger-Hunter
Kearns
Magna
Midvale
Murray
Riverton
S.L. County WCD
Salt Lake City
Sandy
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
Taylorsville-Bennion
West Jordan

in Salt Lake County, 1970 and 1978

Surface

1970
Ground

Purchase

Surface

1978
Ground

Purchase

n.a.
0
*
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20,602.0
*
0
0
88.4
34.2

n.a.
0
*
810.5
0
539.6
777 .8
1,637.4
289.3
1,385.0
2,659.9
*
0
727.4
321.0
94.6

n.a.
133.3
*
1,560.2
1,052.5
0
0
0
17.0
1,252.1
14.6
*
119.1
30.2
238.8
115.4

*
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
25,151.6
0
0
0
0
*

*
0
0
1,514.0
0
657.0
1,118.2
3,476.2
216.4
2,722.0
2,676.8
4,674.3
0
911.8
780.6
*

*
142.9
50.0
2,342.9
849.6
0
0
0
0
2,028.1
35.5
1,496.7
365.6
15.3
1,145.7
*

*information not available
n.a. = not applicable - system not formed

I. ,
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Table 3-6.

Management of Salt Lake County water supply.a

Water System

VI
N

Salt Lake City
Water Department
Salt Lake City
Metropolitan
Water District b
Salt Lake County
Water Conservancy
District
Murray City Water
Department
Other Incorporated
Municipalities
Special Improvement
Districts
Private Water
Companies

Total
Supply

Surface
Water
Managed
(million
gal. )

% of
Total
Surface
Water

29,550

69.0

22,826

98.6

(11,716)

(27.6)

(5,058)

(22.2)

6,437

15.0

0

1,999

4.7

1,784

Total Amount
Managed
million gal.)

% of

Groundwater
Managed
(million
gal.)

% of

Total
Groundwater
34.6

0

0

0

2,053

15.9

4,383

65.8

0

0

1,999

15.5

0

0

4.2

0

0

1,784

13.8

0

0

1,173

2.7

0

0

1,173

9.1

0

0

1,766

4.1

320

1.4

1,446

11.2

0

0

Salt Lake County Government Study Commission (1974).

2,275

% of
Total
Imported
Water

4,459

aEstimated for 1971-72.
bS a lt Lake City Metropolitan Water District water is counted in Salt Lake City and
Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District totals.
Source:

Import
Water
Managed
(million
gal. )

(6,658)

34.2
100

u

Table 3-7.

Water contracts and deliveries (in ac-ft) by the Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District to
domestic water supply systems, 1972-1980.
1972

System

\.n

w

Bell Canyon a
Bluffdale
Chesterfieldb
Granger-Hunter C
Kearnsd
Magna
Midvale a
Murraya
Riverton a
Sandye
South Jordanb
South Salt Lake f
TaylorsvilleBenniong
g
West Jordan
White City

1976

1980

Contract

De11very

Contract

DeI1very

0
0
500
4,500
5,000
0
50
65
50
1,500
500
100

0
0
353.69
6,094.41
3,751.92
0
0
253.09
1.6
41.82
522.96
260.33

0
0
500
6,500
5,000
0
50
65
50
1,500
500
100

0
0
399.42
6,898.31
3,133.34
7.79
0
46.62
40.09
1,747.10
987.44
31.51

7,000
5,000
0
50
65
50
1,500
1,200
100

200.32
86.34
n.a.
8,168.36
3,946.69
0
0
0
107.56
3,370.88
1,542.04
30.87

1,600
2,000
0

1,340
1,519.57
1.72

1,600
2,000
0

2,098.74
3,441.13
59.47

1,600
2,000
0

3,843.11
3,857.69
120.80

Contract
50
0
n.a.

DeI1very

aMinimum purchase contract.
bContract for lesser of total requirements or listed amount.
cPurchase up to contract amount before seeking to develop or purchase other sources. Assumed Chesterfield contract in 1980.
dPurchase up to 4,000 ac-ft before developing one well, then purchase additional 1,000 ac-ft before
seeking other sources.
eService requirements along 1300 East plus minimum purchase of listed amount.
fMay develop current sources before purchase of up to listed amount.
gUse specified sources and purchase up to contract amount before acquiring additional sources.
Source:

Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District (1977, 1980).
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Table 3-8.

Outstanding debt 1975 and 1978.

1975
Mill
Levy

1975
General
Obligation
Bond Debt

1975·
Revenue
Bond Debt

406,075,460
48,169,232
28,286,957
11,893,463
30,966,691
18,136,987
5,573,493
4,785,235
1,035,853

23.50
9.00
10.00
20.00
19.00
19.00
8.00
8.00
16.00

17,910,000
1,910,000
0
0
0
0
0
700,000
0

165,000
715,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1,211,107,491
406,075,460
64,254,833
167,380,572
17,845,049
379,667,375
80,805,920
13,874,816
25,826,442
10,421,666
22,777,874
3,328,834
22,772,882
736,904

2.00
1.50
8.00
1.50
3.00
1. 25
5.00
6.20
6.00
10.00
4.00
11.50
9.00

0
1,000,000
916,000
927,000
0
9,244,000
1,205,000
0
0
0
0
0
1,565,000
0

0
0
1,650,000
1,947,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2,335,000
0

1975
Assessed
Valuation

Municipalit ies
Salt Lake City (1974)
Murray City
South Salt Lake City
Midvale City
Sandy City
West Jordan City
Riverton City
South Jordan City
Alta City
VI
.t'-

Districts
Central Utah WCD
Salt Lake MWD
Granger-Hunter ImD
SLC Suburban Sanitary 1
SLC Suburban Sanitary 2
Salt Lake County WCD
SLC Cottonwood Sanitary
Kearns ImD
Taylorsville-Bennion ImD
Magna ImD
Sandy Suburban Sewer ImD
Chesterfield ImD
SLCo Sewer ImD 1
Copperton ImD

~

Table 3-8.

Continued.

1978
Mill
Levy

1978
General
Obligation
Bond Debt

1978
Revenue
Bond Debt

812,490,096
105,506,960
57,976,343
31,047,950
140,039,949
67,694,538
21,334,311
24,417,107
2,023,201
22,056,560

14.97
4.50
6.25
10.50
8.00
8.25
5.71
6.50
12.00
4.30

26,244,000
1,600,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

30,000
11,340,000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2,445,311 ,033
812,490,096
172,405,067
393,128,301
48,264,115
1,081,932,172
249,838,849
38,022,578
92,967,621
30,141,743
69,982,682
10,488,257
95,260,314
1,683,952

1.20

0
0
789,000
737,000
0
9,047,000
*
0
0
0
0
0
1,490,000
0

1978
Assessed
Valuation

VI
VI

Municipalities
Salt Lake City
Murray City (1977)
South Salt Lake City
Midvale City
Sandy City
West Jordan City
Riverton City
South Jordan City
Alta City
Draper City
Districts
Central Utah WCD
Salt Lake MWD
Granger-Hunter ImD
SLC Suburban Sanitary 1
SLC Suburban Sanitary 2
Salt Lake County WCD
SLC Cottonwood Sanitary
Kearns ImD
Taylorsville-Bennion ImD
Magna ImD
Sandy Suburban Sewer ImD
Chesterfield ImD
SLCo Sewer ImD 1
Copperton ImD

4.00
1.20
2.10
1.05
2.24
3.10
2.84
5.00
2.10
6.67
2.65
3.00

*Represents a combined general obligation and revenue bond total.
Source:

Salt Lake County Auditor and Standard and Poors.

0
0
1,395,000
1,382,000
0
0
1,035,000*
0
0
0
0
0
2,290,000
0

I.,

=

carrying a debt burden during the study
period.
Of these, the financing of
sewer and sewerage works seems to
have been accomp 1 ished wi th revenue
bonds while the financing of water and
water works was accomplished with
general obligation bonds.

Summary of Interorganization Relations
and Reorganization Impacts
Changes in service demands and
resource availability may motivate some
organizations to explore opportunities
for cooperative solutions to problems.
The common dependence of urban water
service organizations on hydrologic
interrelations strongly suggests that
they will eventually develop a system
with some degree of joint management.
In Table 3-9, the entries in the
diagonal cells refer to the factors of
concern to water agencies in Salt Lake,
providing incentives for cooperative
solutions.
The off-diagonal entries
show record of the type of interagency
arrangements that the agencies have
entered into.

The financial profile derived from
Table 3-8 implies that most of the
organizations had completed their major
capi tal deve lopment phase, and were
covering small development and ongoing
expenses from annual revenues.
Other
organizations were continuing their
capital growth phase through debt
financing.
A general trend of rising
interest rates in the national bond
market during the late 1970s did tend to
discourage municipal debt financing
during that period and might well
have inhibited more active capital
growth among water service agencies
in the Salt Lake Valley.

Comprehensive reorganizations
cannot succeed without taking into
account the affect of proposed changes
on the pattern of relationships that
organizations have chosen. The proposed
reorganizations of local government in
Salt Lake County, for example, envisioned dissolving a number of organizations,
disrupting the cooperative arrangements
to which they were parties. Table 3-10
provides a summary of the general
organizational goals and more specific
water concerns of Salt Lake County water
service agencies that were perceived to
be adversely affected by the proposals.
The extent to which these adverse
consequences would actually have been
realized is not certain, but the success
of a reorganization campaign depends on
how the propos al is perce i ved.
The
framework summarized in Tables 3-9 and
3-10 can be useful in understanding
organization reactions to proposals for
change, and can help in designing
proposals more.likely to be accepted.

The profile of outstanding debt of
the water service organizations indicates that some of the organizations
inhabited a more stable domain while
others were increasing the complexity of
their domain.
Those in the stable
domains might well have been able to
better reduce the potential uncertainty
of the proposed governmental reorganization than those whose domains were
growing both 1n S1ze and complexity
during the reorganization attempts.
Additionally, the debt free organizations might have seen some potential for
sharing the debts of other organizations
as an outcome of reorganization.
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Table 3-9.

Patterns of incentives and interorganization relations among water supply agencies in Salt Lake
County.

Agency
1
2
3

4

5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12
13

VI
'"'-I

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Alta
Copperton 10
Draper 1rr. Co.
Granger-Hunter 1D
Herriman Pipeline Co.
Ho lladay
Kearns 1D
Magna 1D
Metropolitan Water
District of Salt
Lake City
Midvale
Murray
Riverton
Salt Lake County
WCD
Salt Lake City
Sandy
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
Taylorsville-Bennion
West Jordan
White City

2

4

3

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2

2

2

2

a
d

2

3

a
a

2.4
a

Diagonal ce lis: Organizational problems
a. Water supply not adequate
b. Surplus water supply
c. Treatment, storage, or distribution system not adequate
d. Surplus system capacity
e. Revenues not ade~uate to finance needed expansion
f. Service costs too high

2
2
2

a
b,d

2

2

a

2
2

a,d

2,4

2

b,d
a
a,c
a
a
a
Off-diagonal cells: 1nterorganizational consequences
Water supply
1. Joint development
2. Water purchase contract
Facilities
3. Supplemental service contract
4. System sharing
5. Joint development
Costs and revenues
6. Joint development

u

Table 3-10.

Impacts of proposed local government consolidation on water supply agency expectations and
interactions (from perspective of the individual system).

Impact

System

\Jl

00

Alta
Copperton
Dr aper Irr. Co.
Granger-Hunter ID
Herriman Pipeline Co.
Holladay
Kearns ID
Magna ID
Metropolitan Water
District of Salt
Lake City
Midvale
Murray
Riverton
Salt Lake County
WCD
Salt Lake City
Sandy
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
Taylorsville-Bennion
West Jordan
White City

Loss of
organization
identity

Reduction in
organization
autonomy

Uncertainty
in growth
expectations

Uncertainty
in water
supply

Uncertainty
in facilities

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

Uncertainty
in financial
capacity or
revenues

I"

CHAPTER IV
THE GENERAL GOVERNMENT CONSOLIDATION
EFFORT IN SALT LAKE COUNTY
positioned to assume responsibility for
these services.
Yet the cont inued
rapid population growth in the unincorporated areas indicates that the
demands for new services were being met.
The review of local government organization indicates these needs have been met
primarily by the creation of special
districts, by annexing urbanizing areas
into existing municipalities, and more
recently by incorporation.
Whether
services provided by these means could
meet expected urban standards became a
matter of concern by 1970.

Background of the Consolidation
Proposals
Post-war Population Growth
and Settlement Patterns
Through the 1940s, the population
growth in Salt Lake County was fairly
steady and concentrated in Salt Lake
City.
This pattern then changed. Salt
Lake City's population growth leveled
off and has actually declined in recent
decades.
Population in the suburbs,
in contrast, grew so rapidly that over
50 percent of the county's population
resided in unincorporated areas by 1970.
These trends are displayed in Figures
4-1a and b.

Emerging Issues
The pattern of response to urban
service needs caused by population
growth outside of Salt Lake City was the
object of increasing criticism by 1970.
The issues raised could generally be
placed in three categories:
the efficiency of providing services, the
fairness of assessments to pay for the
service, and the appropriateness of
government structure.
Because county
government was not originally expected
nor authorized to provide extended urban
services, and incorporated municipalities were not keeping up with population
growth, legislative action was necessary.
Although county authority was
expanded in 1.969 to allow first and
second class counties to provide urban
services (U.C.A. 17-34-1), the preferred
strategy prior to that time seems to
have been to authorize the creation of
independent special government districts
to meet emerging needs.
Whatever the
virtues of this approach, it resulted
~n the creation of over 40 special
districts in Salt Lake County by 1975,

Increased population means a
greater need for urban services. Growing population in the unincorporated
communities increased the demand for
roads, police and fire protection, and
parks and recreation.
For water and
sewer services, increasing population
dens ity made the previous reliance for
supply on individual wells and irrigation companies and wastewater disposal
by septic tanks and untreated discharges unworkable.
The numerous small
mutual irrigation and water companies
supplying culinary water found it
difficult to economically develop
new supplies to keep up with growing
demand.
Irrigation water sources
were often not of suitable quality for
conversion to drinking water sources
without expensive treatment.
Individuals and small communities were not in a
position to install sewer collection
trunks or construct treatment plants.
Even the county government was poor ly
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in addition to the 9 incorporated
municipalities.
Overlapping jurisdict ions meant that some county residents paid tax levies to as many as
11 local governments (Salt Lake County
Government Study Commission 1974).
Critics argued that such an array of
governments led to wasteful expenditures
due to unnecessary duplication of
administrative overhead and inefficient
operations from overlapping jurisdictions and duties.

services that were becoming ~ore expensive to deliver.
Inevitably, annexations brought cities into conflict with
other cities, as well as the county, as
in the attempt by South Jordan and West
Jordan to annex the same area.
The
services that were becoming more expensive to deliver.
Inevitably, annexations brought cities into conflict with
other cities, as well as the county, as
in the attempt by South Jordan and West
Jordan to annex the same area.
The
annexation issue did not receive comprehensive attention until 1979, after
voters rejected consolidated government,
when the legislature enacted the Utah
Boundary Commission Act in order to
bring about more orderly development in
urbanizing areas (League of Women Voters
1980).

The more hotly debated issue was
the arrangements for paying for the
additional services.
County services
were supported by taxes from all county
residents.
As Salt Lake County increased the level of urban services,
residents inside incorporated mun~c~
palities complained they were being
taxed twice for those services, once by
the city from which they received the
service and again by the county which
served only unincorporated areas.
In
1973, Salt Lake City filed suit against
Salt Lake County to force it to comply
with the statutory requirement that if
the county chose to furnish urban
services it could tax or charge only
those who received the service.
The
Utah Supreme Court found for the city in
1976 (Salt Lake City Corp. v. Salt Lake
County (1976) 550 P.2d 1291), and the
county was compelled to create a special
service district shortly afterward with
a tax levy to pay for the garbage
collection, street lighting, and street
maintenance it provided. The removal of
the tax advantage in unincorporated
areas probably encouraged the municipal
incorporations in the west and south
parts of the county during the next
several years.

These difficulties led to questions
about the appropriateness of the way in
which government was organized in Sal t
Lake County.
The prol iferation of
special government districts was not
simply confusing and inefficient, it was
said to lead to "invisible government."
Although special districts were said to
have the advantage of removing service
provision decisions from partisan
politics, cr1t~cs began to worry that
the remoteness of districts from the
electorate made them unaccountable
and unresponsive (Salt Lake County
Government Study Commiss~on 1974;
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations 1964).
Government boundaries were unwieldy
in another respect as well, poorly
ma tching the mobil i ty of the urban
lifestyle.
People were likely to work
in one jurisdiction, reside in another,
shop in yet .another, and travel to
another for recreation.
But the interests that people thereby acquired in the
policies of multiple jurisdictions
were not matched by formal political
access since residence generally determines franchise.

Salt Lake County officials, on the
other hand, complained that new incorporations, and especially relatively
uncontrolled annexations, reduced sales
tax revenues, removed revenue producing
property from its service area, and
created unincorporated islands that were
difficult to serve.
The result was a
shrinking revenue base to pay for

Finally, the commission form of
government employed by Salt Lake County
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and Salt Lake City was criticized for
combining legi slat ive and execu t ive
functions, fragmenting executive authority, and running counter to the American
tradition of separation of powers (Salt
Lake County Government Study Commission
1974).

The provisions of the implementing
legislation are described in Chapter

II.
The reorganization proposals.
Statutory law provides that proposals
to change the existing form of a county
government may be initiated either by
the county governing body or by petition.
The 1975 proposal was initiated
with the appointment by the Salt Lake
County Commission of a Salt Lake County
Government Study Commission early in
1973. After several months of gathering
views and opinions from present and
former officials and the public, the
study commission recommended the "community council ll form of government and set
out to draft a charter to implement the
change (Stewart 1977).
The Commission
report and draft charter were forwarded
to the County Commission on March 5,
1974, and the charter was submitted
to the electorate one year later, on
March 5, 1975.
The 1978 proposal was
initiated by the League of Women Voters,
and placed on the November general
election ballot by petition.
The
1978 charter proposed a unified citycounty form of government, but in other
respects was simi lar to the 1975 proposal.
In particular, both charters
would have merged all special water
service districts in the county (except
the multicounty Central Utah Water
Conservancy District) and would not have
included any existing municipalities
except Salt Lake City.
The provisions
of the two proposals are summarized in
Table 4-1.

The Consolidation Effort
Initiating the Proposals
The constitutional amendment and
enabling legislation. As early as 1966,
a proposal to authorize metropolitan
government was made and defeated (Utah
Foundation 1975).
A Local Government
Modernization Study undertaken in 1969
at the University of Utah became the
basis for subsequent efforts (Institute
of Government 1969).
It described
alternative forms of county government
and suggested several alternatives for
reorganization.
A citizen committee,
Utahns for Efficiency in Government, was
organized in 1970 and developed legislation to implement a constitutional
amendment drafted in connection with the
modernization study.
The amendment and
implementing legislation were submitted
to the 1972 legislature, and both
passed.
The amendment was subsequently
approved by the electorate in the
November 1972 general election, and
took effect at the beginning of 1973.
There was some controversy over the
status of the implementing legislation,
since it was enacted prior to the
adoption of the amendment, so virtually
identical legislation was passed in
1973.
The constitutional amendment
changed Art. XI, Section 4, specifying
that

Although the 1978 proposal was
simpler and envisioned a somewhat
weaker government than the 1975 proposal, the similarity of the two makes
it curious that the second was brought
to a vote so soon after the first
had been handily defeated.
The League
apparently concluded that deficiencies
in the 1975 charter and subsequent
events made it worthwhile to reconsider
a change in county government.
One
problem with the 1975 charter, conceded
even by the study commission that

The Legislature shall by
general law prescribe optional
forms of county government and
shall allow each county to
select, subject to referendum
in the manner prescribed by
law, the prescribed optional
form which best serves its
needs ....
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Table 4-1.

Comparison of 1975 and 1978 charters.

Topic

0'\
W

1975 Proposal

1978 Proposal

I

Executive
organization
and powers

(Art. IV. VI)
Mayor of the City and County elected at large.
Maximum of two consecutive 4-year terms.
Veto power over city-council. Removal by
referendum.
Execute and enforce laws. ordinances. and
regulations of city-county; remove nonelective administrative officers with council
approval; supervision and coordination
of all county agencies not headed by other
elected official; prepare budget and provide fiscal control; planning

(Art. IV)
Mayor elected at large to 4-year term.
Execute and enforce laws. ordinances.
and regulations of unified government;
appoint and remove non-elective
administrative officers with council
approval; supervision of all unified
government agencies not headed by
elected officer; prepare budget and
provide fiscal control; planning; veto
power over ordinances. item veto over
budget items.

II

Legislative
organization
and powers

(Art. II, III)
Salt Lake City and County Council consisting of the chairperson of each of the
15 community councils. Community boundaries
are adjusted after each census. and each has
a 5 member council. 4 members from subdistricts and 1 elected at-large as chairperson. Community councils function to
recommended to City and County Council service levels needed in community. along with
recommended financing. Recommendations
conforming to City and County guidelines
must be implemented unless opposed by 3/4
of City and County Council. Community
councils may not interfere with continuing municipalities.

(Art. III)
Salt Lake Council consisting of 11 members elected on non-partisan basis from
districts initially conforming to state
legislature representative districts.
with decennial redistricting, Members
must reside in district. Any Council
action requires majority approval. 2/3
for mayoral veto override.
Appoint auditor for annual post-audit
of all departments. Enact ordinances
establishing policy, facilitating discharge of powers, and providing for
administrative organization. Establish comprehensive administrative
code. defining administrative
authorities, establish annual budget
levy and establish tax rates, issue
authorized bonds. Conduct hearings and
commission studies on matters of public
concern or government function.

City and County Council has power and
duty to: enact ordinances and adopt
policies necessary for carrying out
responsibilities; specify administrative

~

Table 4-1.

Continued.

Topic

1975 Proposal

1978 Proposal

organization as necessary; adopt administrative code; adopt annual budget, and
other long-range plans and budgets as
needed; conduct studies and hearings;
provide for independent audit.
III Administration

(Art. vI)
Administrative structure may be changed by
City and County Council, except offices of
County Attorney, Recorder, Assessor,
Auditor, Clerk, Sheriff, Surveyor, and
Treasurer. Department directors and
division managers appointed by Mayor with
Council approval except Attorney, Recorder,
Assessor, Auditor, Clerk, Sheriff, Surveyor,
and Treasurer which are elective.
Offices of: Mayor; Assessor; Attorney;
Public Auditing; Clerk; Recorder; Sheriff;
Surveyor; Treasurer
Departments: Finance; Fire and Emergency
Services; Human Resources; Planning and Community Development; Public Works; Utilities
(with Water and Sewer Advisory Board).

(Art. V)
Department structure may be altered by
Council, with Department directors
appointed by Mayor with Council approval except for offices of County
Attorney, Recorder, and Assessor which
which are elective.
Departments: Administrative Services, Public Safety, Human Resources,
Planning and Community Development,
Public Works, and Utilities, Elections,
Licensing, and Clerical Services
Offices of: County Attorney, County
Recorder, and County Assessor.

IV

(Sect. 1.06)
Territory: Area within territorial jurisdiction of former governments, within the
territory of continuing municipalities so
far as necessary and proper for authorizing functions, outside boundaries of City
and County as necessary and proper for
exercise of authorized function.

(Sect. 1.04)
Territory: Area within territorial
jurisdiction of former governments, and
territory outside former governments as
authorized by law.

Cl'

.j:'-

Transition
A Jurisdiction

(Sect. 5.01)
General: creates body corporate and
politic, having perpetual succession,

(Sect. 1.01, Art II)
General: creates body corporate and
public, having perpetual succession,
may sue and be sued. Vested powers,
duties, and functions of Salt Lake
County, Salt Lake City, and all other

]"

~

Table 4-1.

Continued.

Topic

1975 Proposal
may sue and be sued. Combined powers and
duties of all former governments. any
county, any city, any other powers that
may be conferred by state legislative
powers are cumulative. Exclusive authority in County for: zoning and land-use
planning, civil defense. health and
hospital. solid waste disposal, mass
transit, airports, arterial highways,
building code enactment. inspection and
enforcement. flood control. social
services. major parks and recreation
planning, wholesale water supply. other
services that may be added by City and
County Council.

0\.Jl

(Art. I) (1.01. l.ll)
Merge: Salt Lake City and County, Metropolitan Water District. Salt Lake County
Conservancy District. all water and sewer
improvement districts. all cemetary maintenance districts. all county service areas.
all mosquito abatement districts. county
special and municipal-type service districts.
Exclude: Multi-county districts. school
districts. court districts, existing
municipalities unless voters choose to
join.
(1. 05)
No new incorporations or annexations
without council approval. All annexation proceedings underway to be suspended.
B Personnel

(1.08)
All non-elective officers and employees of

1978 Proposal
former governments.
tive.

Powers are cumula-

(Sect. 1.17)
Exclusive authority for county attorney, recorder. and assessor services,
any other services reserved to counties. May not provide service in continuing municipality if already being
provided by that municipality.

(Art. I) (1.01. 1.06)
Merge: Salt Lake City and County,
Metropolitan Water District, Salt Lake
County Water Conservancy District. all
water and sewer improvement districts,
all cemetary maintenance districts. all
county service areas. all mosquito
abatement districts. county special
and municipal-type service districts.
Exclude; Multi-county districts.
school districts, court districts,
existing municipalities unless voters
choose to join.

(1.08)

All elective offices of former govern-

u
I

Table 4-1.

Continued.

Topic

0'\
0'\

C Operations

1975 Proposal

1978 Proposal

affected governments transferred to City
and County. Non-elective officers and employees of continuing municipalities whose
primary function will not be a municipal
responsibility may transfer. No officer or
employee transferred with prior tenure of
6 months may be discharged or reduced in
pay for 1 year, except for cause and after
hearing, and must be assigned to positions
of similar responsibility.
County Assessor, Attorney, Auditor,
Clerk, Recorder, Sheriff, Surveyor, and
Treasurer shall succeed to counterpart
offices. All other elective offices
terminated.
(1.09)
All members of boards, commissions,
authorities, advisory committees and
agencies of former governments to continue in same capacity serving same area,
their functions to be integrated into new
government within one year.
(1.14)
All elected officials of former governments
not holding position in new government to
form Board of Advisors to advise Mayor and
Council, serving in that capacity for their
normal term of office. Compensation will be
equivalent to that of former position, except
1/2 of former salary for Salt Lake City
auditor and commissioners and county commissioners.

ments terminated, except County Attorney, County Assessor, and County Recorder. All non-elective officers and
employees of former governments under
civil service or merit system will
transfer to unified government to a
position of similar responsibility. No
discharge or loss in pay for 1 year except for cause and after hearing.

(Sects. 1.04, 1.10)
City and County to succeed to all rights,
powers, and duties, subject to all

(Sects. 107, 1.12)
Unified government to succeed to all
rights, powers and duties, subject to

(1.11)
All members of non-elective boards,
commissions, authorities, and
advisory committees continue in same
capacity and serve same area until and
unless council of unified government
reassigns their operation.

Ii
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Table 4-1.
Topic

0\
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Continued.
1975 Proposal
liabilities and obligations of former governments, including right and power to provide
services and levy taxes as previously done
by former government within it boundaries.
City and County will succeed to all rights,
powers, duties and obligations of continuing
municipalities of any service determined to
be needed county-wide, subject to equitable
adjustments and limitations.
All previous laws, regulations, fees, and
charges remain in effect until changed
by Council.
City and County to assume title to all
assets and liabilities. Bonded indebtedness to be serviced by tax levy against
property within territory subject to
bond. Water works, rights, and sources
to be operated for purposes of supplying
at reasonable charge, the area of former
government as far as needed, without
impairing exchanges of equal value for
same purpose or disposing of surplus.
City and County to assume title to all
assets and ordinary debts and liabilities
of continuing municipalities associated
with county-wide services.
(Sect. 6.17)
A Water and Sewer Advisory Board consisting
initially of one member of the governing
body of each former water service district,
plus one from each continuing municipality,
and one representing private companies, established to advise and make recommendations to
Director of Public Utilities, which must be
followed unless rejected by Council.

1978 Proposal
all liabilities of former governments,
including right to provide services and
levy taxes as previously done by former
government within its boundaries.
Aggregate mill levy limit to be that of
1st class cities, with exceptions as
allowed for counties.
Unified government to assume title to
all assets and all liabilities except
bonded indebtedness. Servicing of
bonded indebtedness to be provided by
levies on property subject to bonds on
effective date of Charter.
Water works, rights, and sources of
supply to be operated for purpose of
supplying former territory at reasonable charge so far as such facilities
are required for that purpose.
(Sect. 1.14)
Service charges will be reasonable, and
commensurate with costs of provision,
and need not be uniform throughout
unified government.
(Sect. 1.16)
All existing contracts and working relations to be continued until altered by
Council.

11

Table 4-1.
Topic

Continued.
1975 Proposal
(Sect. 9.18)
Tax levy not to exceed 16 mills, not including
levies made to provide services of former
governments, levies for any county service
area, levies for library and health, levies
for flood control, levies to service bonded
debt of former governments.
No taxes to be levied on property in continuing
municipalities for services not rendered there
by City and County. Urban Service Area established in approximate former area of Salt Lake
City to maintain service levels, with City and
County Council as Board of Trustees.

0\

00

1978 Proposal

=

drafted it, was its length and complexity.
The shorter and simpler 1978
charter was therefore thought to be more
likely to receive voter support.
The
capaci ty for new debt financing of the
reorganized government under both the
1975 and 1978 proposals was a source of
uncertainty.
However, the significance
of the issue was less in 1978 because
property was reva lued in that year,
resulting in higher assessed valuations
and increased debt capacity. Finally,
some analysts of the 1975 election felt
that opposition from the unincorporated
parts of the county was due to a perception of a tax advantage that would be
lost under the reorganized government.
As described above, this advantage was
reduced by the 1976 court decision
that required the establishment of a
county service area.

the Salt Lake League of Women Voters and
the Salt Lake Area Chamber of Commerce.
The opposition, with support from
the suburban press, was largely organized by officials and rank and file
employees of the governments that were
to be abolished.
The group actually
started quite late, but came on strong
toward the end of the campaign. Although it appears to have been simply
the result of building momentum, the
opposition campaign had the characteristics of a "political dynamiting"
strategy, in which the major campaign
effort is mounted so near the election
date that the other s ide does not have
time to adequately respond (Jonas 1970).
Thus, a Salt Lake Tribune editorial
accused unification opponents of having
"mounted a compaign of half truths and
outright distortion well calculated to
confuse voters just days before the
election when there isn't time to refute
them" (Salt Lake Tribune 1978k).
The
Sal t Lake County Water Conservancy
District expressed its opposition in its
monthly billing for November, enclosing
a flyer of opposition highlights, one of
which stated "Sandy, Midvale, Murray,
South Salt Lake, West Jordan, South
Jordan, Riverton and Draper will lose
their water supply" (Salt Lake Tribune
1978k).
(The county attorney later
indicated that this was probably an
illegal election tactic (Salt Lake
Tribune 1978j).)
Generally, however,
opposition arguments suggested that
government costs would go up, not down,
under the reorganized government and
that the proposals would trade away
local control and community identity
for big government.
A less radical
opposition tactic was to express partial
support, eith~r by arguing that consolidation was a worthwhile effort but
particular features of the proposals
were objectionable, or else the objectives of the reorganizations could be
better met by means other than general
reorganization.

Conduct of the Campaign
In both 1975 and 1978, the campaign
for ratification of the new charter
began in a low key and operated on a
limited budget.
Controversy grew as
the election neared, to the extent that
the 1978 campaign was termed "one of
the most bitter political fights in
recent history" (Salt Lake Tribune
1978e).
Although employees of the
county attorney's office took leadership
positions in favor of ratification, most
elected officials and employees in both
the county and city governments were
against the proposal (Salt Lake Tribune
1978a).
Arguments for ratification centered
around tax equity and government efficiency.
Leaders from areas where
consolidation had taken place were
regularly interviewed by the media (Salt
Lake Tribune 1978f; 1978g), and ratification was endorsed by the Salt Lake
City centered Salt Lake Tribune, Deseret
News, and the television stations.
Support also came from University of
Utah personnel, who had a major role in
the early local government reorganization studies, and civic groups such as

The support and opposition in
the Salt Lake County reorganization
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campaigns are a mirror of the experiences of other metropolitan areas
reviewed and summarized in a study
by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1962b).
That

study reported as typical the following sources of support and opposition for local government reorganizations which were found in Salt Lake
County:

Groups for Proposal

Reasons

University groups

Concern for city

Civic groups) League of
Women Voters

Support of progress

Downtown industrial and
commercial groups)
Chamber of Commerce

Expectation of benefit

Metrowide Newspapers

Save money and make the
government more responsive

Groups Against Proposal

Reasons

Officials and local
government workers

Jobs threatened

Suburban business

Loss of business and status

Suburban and community
newspapers

Another layer of government

Taxpayer groups

Concern with tax 1ncrease

Radical conservatives

Expanding government control

Racial/Ethnic Minorities

Threat to control of central
cities

Public Opinion

consolidation concept) yet the majority
approval of the idea disappeared by
election day. The Salt Lake County
Government Study Commission (1974)
reported the results of polls taken from
January 1970 to Spring 1973) as follows:

The opposition campaign was apparently quite effective.
In both
campaigns) the early opinion polls
showed broad public support for the
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January 1970--Poll by Roy Bardsley:
"There have been proposals for combining the
city and county governments of this area. Would you favor or oppose
the consolidation of Salt Lake City and County governments?"
Total
FAVOR consolidation
OPPOSE consolidation
UNDECIDED
TOTALS

Inside S.L. Citx:

Outside S.L. Citx:

49
33
18

50
30
20

48
38
14

100

100

100

November 1970--Poll for the Deseret News newspaper conducted by the Wasatch Opinion
Research Corporation:
Strongly support consolidation
Somewhat agreed
Sub-total
Somewhat disagreed
Strongly disagreed
No opinion
Sub-total

20.1%
44.9
65.0%
20.1
13.7

1.2
35.0%

October 1971--Poll by Bruce Mayfield:
"Are you 1.n favor of consolidation of Salt
Lake City and Salt Lake County?"
Strongly 1.n favor
Some in favor
Sub-total
Some opposed
Strongly opposed
Sub-total
No opinion

35.1%
33.4
68.5%
8.1
6.4
14.5%
16.9

February 1973--Poll by Roy Bardsley: "It has been proposed that Salt Lake City and
Sal t Lake County merge to form one governmental body.
Would you
favor or oppose this city-county consolidation?"

Favor consolidation
Oppose consolidation
Undecided
TOTAL

Total

S.L. Countx:

S.L. City

56%
29
15
100

53%
32
15
100

59%
25
16
100
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reorganization proposal was
(Salt Lake Tribune 1978i):

A poll taken by Roy Bardsley a few days
before the 1978 election showed the

City
County
Men
Women
Democrat
Republican
Independent

Favor

Oppose

48%
37
47
34
37
47
39

35%
55
46
49
50
42
51

The charter debates did not become
partisan issues.
The state's two
Republican senators were on opposite
sides of the issue, although support
generally tended to differ along party
lines.
It may be that Democrats and
Independents worried that the reorganized government would create different
jurisdictions that would dilute their
power.
The wide difference in support
by sex is more difficult to explain.

in

danger

Undecided
17%
8
7
17
13
11
10

(Figure 4-3), as would be expected
in comparing a general to a special
election, the percentage favoring the
propositions in the two elections was
highly correlated (Figure 4-4).
This
voting pattern suggests that the reasons
for support and opposition were similar
for the two proposals.
In 1975, high voter turnout was
associated with strong opposition.
Districts with a more divided, or a
supportive, electorate were not likely
to have more than a moderate turnout
(Figure 4-5).
This pattern suggests
that the consolidation issue was most
salient in districts where voters found
it to be most objectionable.
General
support for the proposition was not
sufficient to motivate high voter
turnout. In 1978, with other matters to
motivate voters, there was no discernible relationship between turnout and
support for the reorganization proposal
(r2 < 0.005).

The Election Results
The outcome of both elect ions was
quite similar, both proposals defeated
by a margin of approximately 3 to 2. In
a more detailed comparison, the 1978
election districts were closely matched
with the 1975 districts, and each was
coded according to municipali ty, sewer
district, and water supply district.
The election results are tabulated l.n
Tables 4-2, 4-3, and 4-4, respectively.
The tables show the proposals were
defeated by substantial margins outside
of Salt Lake City, except in the unincorporated area roughly corresponding
to Salt Lake City Suburban Sanitary
District IH.
Figure 4-2 shows that
Opposl.tl.on was particularly strong l.n
the incorporated municipalities and the
southwest county.
Support came from
Salt Lake City's east side, and extended
south through the Mill Creek area to
Holladay.

Explaining the Defeat
During the campaigns, a number of
issues and fa<;tors emerged during the
campaigns that may have influenced
election results.
By comparing the
expected influence of these factors with
the actual voting pattern, a partial
assessment of the significant factors
can be made.
From the preceding
discussion of the election results, it
may be inferred that the decisive
factors were 1) roughly the same for

Although the voter turnou twas
generally higher in 1978 than in 1975
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Table 4-2.

Consolidation votes in municipalities. a
1975

Municipali ty
Alta
Draper b
Midvale
Murray
Riverton C
Salt Lake City
Sandy
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
West Jordan
Unincorporated
East County
West County
......

%
Turnout

For
(%)

25.4
44.5
40.1
37.7
42.0
21.9
34.5
46.3
32.8
35.6
29.0
28.5
30.2

14
92
93
444
47
13,048
510
52
254
210
13 , 240
10,288
2,952

(18.9)
01. 7)
(5.7)
(10.9)
(5.0)
(52.0)
(17.6)
(6.9)
09.0)
(11.9)
(37. 6)
(44.0)
(24.9)

27.5

27,912 (39.2)

1978
Against
(%)
60
693
1,550
3,640
879
11,331
2,374
699
1,142
1,549
21,995
13,083
8,912

%
Turnout

For
(%)

(81.1)
(88.3)
(94.3)
(90.1)
(85.0)
(48.0)
(82.4)
(93.0
(81.0)
(88.1)
(62.4)
(56.0)
(75.1)

24.9
65.0
52.6
56.5
63.5
49.5
55.7
61.5
48.1
52.9
55.1
56.1
53.5

15
261
411
1,513
225
25,904
2,674
280
417
1,018
28,385
20,323
8,062

(17.0)
(21.4)
07.9)
(21.4)
(15.0)
(50.6)
(32.5)
(20.1)
(22.4)
(24.4)
(38.3)
(43.4)
(29.5)

45,219 (60.8)

53.1

61,103 (39.9)

Against
(%)
73
961
1,890
5,559
1,271
25,250
5,549
1,113
1,445
3,159
45,774
26,521
19,253

(83.0)
(78.6)
(82.1)
(78.6)
(85.0)
(49.4)
(67.5)
(79.9)
(77.6)
(73.6)
(61.7)
(56.6)
(70.5)

\..oJ

Total

92,041 (60.1)

aSome figures contain minor errors due to changes in election district and municipal boundaries between
1975 and 1978. Figures represent votes from comparable voting districts as defined in 1975.
bDraper incorporated in 1978 before the unification election. Figures are reported separately for
Draper area results. in 1975 and are also included in East County/Unincorporated totals.
clncludes Bluffdale area, incorporated after 1978 election.
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Table 4-3.

Consolidation votes for sewer districts. a
1975

District

For
(%)

%

Turnout

--J
~

Alta
Chesterfield
Copperton
Granger-Hunter
Kearns
Magna
Midvale
Murray
Salt Lake City
SL City SSD1
SL City SSD2
SL County SID1
SL County Cottonwood
Sandy & Sub D
South Salt Lake
Taylorsville-Bennion
West Jordan

25.4
26.6
52.7
26.9
29.9
32.3
40.4
36.5
21.8
27.6
36.1
43.4
26.9
33.2
29.9
27.7
35.6

14
79
24
1,481
374
293
93
655
13 , 048
7,466
265
197
1,675
1,089
291
658
210

Total

27.5

27,912 (39.2)

08.9)
(24.3)
(9.4)
00.9)
(18.4)
06.4)
(5.7)
(14.2)
(5 2 . 0)
(50.8)
06.0)
(6.7)
(41.0)
(23.4)
08.4)
(29.3)
01.9)

1978
Against
(%)
60
246
232
3,309
1 ,646
1,496
1,550
3,962
11,331
7,231
1,379
2,465
2,406
3,426
1,292
1,639
1,549

%

Turnout

For
(%)

Against
(%)

(81.1)
05.7)
(90.6)
(69.1)
( 81. 6)
(83.6)
(94.3)
(85.8)
(48.0)
(49.2)
(84.0)
(93.3)
(59.0)
06.6)
(81.6)
00.7)
(88.1)

24.9
34.6
65.9
53.4
51.3
57.5
52.5
56.7
49.5
55.8
54.5
62.7
57.9
55.2
45.4
55.1
53.4

1507.0)
147 01.0)
40 (14.4)
3,420 (29.7)
1,012 (27.9)
924 (25.6)
411 (17.9)
1,692 (23.0)
26,043 (50.6)
13,612 (46.6)
876 00.7)
847 07.6)
4,116 (41.3)
4,214 (33.1)
490 (22.5)
2,287 (34.2)
957 (23.9)

73
327
238
8,100
2,621
2,687
1,887
5,669
25,379
15,619
1,975
3,966
5,839
8,527
1,691
4,398
3,045

45,219 (60.8)

53.1

61,103 09.9)

92,041 (60.1)

(83.0)
(69.0)
(85.6)
00.3)
(72.1)
(74.4)
(82.1)
(77.0)
(49.4)
(53.4)
(69.3)
(82.4)
(58.7)
(66.9)
(77.5)
(65.8)
(76.1)

aS ome figures-contain minor errors because voting district boundaries do not precisely match sewer
district boundaries, and some service area changes occurred between elections.
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Table 4-4.

Consolidation votes in retail water supply districts. a
1978

1975

-..,J

VI

For
(%)

District

Vote
%

Alta
Bluffdale & Draper
Chesterfield
Copperton
Granger-Hunter
Herriman Pipeline
Kearns
Magna
Midvale
Murray
Riverton
Salt Lake Cityb
SL County WCD
Sandy & Bell Canyon
South Jordan
South Salt Lake
Taylorsville-Bennion
West Jordan
White City

25.4
42.8
26.6
52.7
26.9
55.2
29.9
32.3
40.4
36.5
42.0
24.0
27.3
36.2
46.3
29.9
27.6
35.6
23.6

374
293
93
655
47
20,722
2,075
638
52
291
658
210
108

Total

26.9

27,912 (39.2)

14
98
79
24
1,481

a

08.9)
01.6)
(24.3)
(9.4)
(30.9)
(0)
08.5)
(16.4)
(5.7)
04.2)
(5.1)
(52.0
(34.8)
(20.4)
(6.9)
08.4)
(28.6)
(11.9)
(23.6)

Against
(%)

For
(%)

Vote
%

(81.1)
(88.4)
(75.7)
(90.6)
(69.1)
(00)
(81.5)
(83.6)
(94.3)
(85.8)
(94.9)
(47.9)
(65.2)
(79.6)
(93.1)
(81.6)
(71.4)
(88.1)
(76.4)

24.9
61.1
34.6
65.9
53.4
63.8
51.3
57.5
52.5
57.0
64.7
52.4
53.2
54.1
61.5
45.4
55.1
53.4
55.2

15
271
147
40
3,420
20
1,012
924
411
1,692
276
40,432
5,540
2,640
280
490
2,287
957
249

45,219 (60.8)

53.1

61,103 (39.9)

60
749
246
232
3,309
138
1,646
1,496
1,550
3,962
879
19,045
3,882
2,497
699
1,292
1,639
1,549
349

07.0)
(21.3)
01.0)
04.4)
(29.7)
(8.9)
(27.9)
(25.6)
07.9)
(23.0)
04.3)
(48.7)
(40.0)
(31. 7)
(20.0
(22.5)
(34.2)
(23.9)
(26.6)

Against
(%)
73
1, 000
327
238
8 , 100
204
2,621
2,687
1,887
5,669
1,649
42,666
8,298
5,687
1,113
1,691
4,398
3,045
688

(83.0)
(78.7)
(69.0)
(85.6)
(70. 3 )
(91.1)
(72.1)
(74.4)
(82.1)
(77.0)
(85.7)
(51.3)
(60.0)
(68.3)
(79.9)
(77.5)
(65.8)
(76.1)
(73.4)

92,041 (60.1)

aSome figures contain minor errors because voting district boundaries do not exactly correspond to
water supply districts, and some service area changes occurred between elections.
bIncludes Holliday Water Company and Spring Creek Irrigation Company.
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Figure 4-3.

Comparison of turnout percentages in 1975 and 1978 elections.
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~n

1975 elec-

both consolidation proposals; 2) objections within the incorporated municipalities other than Salt Lake City and
in the unincorporated south and west
parts of the county; and 3) most attractive to voters in east Salt Lake City
and in the unincorporated east bench.
Plausible explanatory factors must
be shown to be consistent with this
pattern.
Demographic Factors
The voting pattern within Salt Lake
City is cons istent with what would be
expected based on demographic characteristics. The residents of north and east
Salt Lake City are generally affluent
and highly educated. characteristic of
groups supportive of urban reform
campaigns (Advisory Commission of
Intergovernmental Relations 1962b.
Marando 1979). Campaign issues raised by
opponents of the charters were probably
either not significant in Salt Lake
city because little change would have
occurred (e.g., water or police and fire
protection), or were actual reasons for
support (e.g •• the tax question).
Similar reasoning applies to the support
for the proposals along the unincorporated eas t bench.
Further sou th.
however, identification with other
municipalities or concern over taxes and
service levels could be expected to
swing attitudes in affluent communities
toward opposition to the proposals. The
west and south parts of Salt Lake City
consist of middle and lower-middle class
neighborhoods, with some ethnic concentrations.
Whi Ie these voters would
experience roughly the same consequences
as their more affluent city neighbors.
ethnic neighborhoods nationwide have
generally opposed local government
reorganizations, and blue collar neighborhoods are not generally active
supporters in urban reform campaigns.
Addi tionally, Opposl.tl.on was expressed
by neighborhood council leaders concerned about loss of influence.
In
these city neighborhoods. then, turnout
was not high and the support for unification was less than in neighborhoods to

the east.
Further south and west.
outside of Salt Lake City. similar
middle class neighborhoods would be more
likely to see opposition arguments as
direct ly relevant.
Farm populations in
other reorganizations have consistently
opposed consolidating their local
government with urbanized neighbors.
Salt Lake County was no exception. The
still largely agricultural south and
southwest parts of the county were
solidly opposed to consolidation.
In
1975. for example. all of the votes cast
in the Herriman district were opposed to
the proposal.
Campaign Issues
Modern government.
Proponents of
both charters argued that the commission
form of government in Salt Lake City and
County was inappropriate, and that the
proliferation of special districts and
sma 11 ci ties was haphazard and inefficient.
These arguments remained somewhat abs tract in both campaigns. as
no crisis or scandal arose which proponents could use to substantiate their
claims.
In contrast, similar arguments
in reorganization campaigns in Nashville
and Jacksonville could be substantiated
by a series of embarrassingly obvious
service delivery failures and findings
of official corruption (Rosenbaum and
Kammerer 1974; Martin 1968). Thus, this
factor by itself was probably too weak
in the Salt Lake County campaign to
generate enthusiastic voter support for
reorganization.
It is too easily
undermined by counter proposals for
specific and less radical modifications
in gove rnment.
But the government
efficiency slogan appears to have
provided ideological reinforcement for
other factors ~otivating voter support.
Tax issues.
The Salt Lake County
reorganization charters were proposed at
a time when property taxes were a
particularly salient issue.
In 1975.
the "double taxation" issue was on
appeal to the Utah Supreme Court by Salt
Lake City. which had lost its case
agains t the county in distric t court.
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By 1978, the court had rendered a
decision in favor of Salt Lake City, but
Utahns were by then caught up in the tax
limitation debates, spawned by admirers
of California's "Proposition 13."
Property tax questions were perceived as
so sensitive that the Salt Lake County
Assessor delayed mailing 1978 tax
assessments, which reflected the sizable
upward revisions in valuations completed
that year, until after the election
(Salt Lake Tribune 1978c).
Charter
supporters believe the Assessor's
decision was politically motivated, and
that voters would have regarded the
reorganization more favorably if they
had been sent their tax notices on the
usual date.
This view may be correct,
but any political motivation was most
likely the sensitivity of incumbents,
rather than due to charter opposition.
Moreover, it does not follow that
sufficient numbers of voters would have
regarded government reorganization as
the proper means to achieve tax relief
even if tax notices had been sent'on
schedule. It seems more likely that the
tax increase would mainly increase the
level of concern and reinforce prior
beliefs about solutions to tax problems.

consolidation of city and county health
services, implemented in 1969. Expenses
for health services increased after
consolidation, largely as a result of
upgrading service in county areas, and
the potential costs of police and fire
protection consolidation received wide
press coverage (Salt Lake Tribune
1978b,l) .
One might expect the property tax
question to have been attenuated in the
1978 campaign, following the 1976
decision which mandated the creation of
a county special service district.
Moreover, there is evidence that tax
levies in the county were converging
during the 1970s (Table 4-5). Apparently, though, neither side was ent irely
satisfied with the court decision, and
other factors, noted above, kept the
issue visible. Salt Lake City officials
felt that the "subsidy" of the unincorporated areas went beyond the services
covered in the new county service
district, while residents outside the
cities continued to view their neighborhoods as havens from high city taxes
(Utah Foundation 1978).
Pub 1 ic finance issues.
There was
some controversy, part
arly during
the 1975 campaign, over the fiscal
capacity of the proposed new government.
Both charters provided that the unified
government would assume all the debt
liabilities of the former governments,
but how this was to be done was unclear.
The cO,ntroversy arose over how much
additional debt the new government
was authorized, and this hinged on
whether the new government would be
classified as a county or a first class
city for purposes of determining debt
capacity.
As ,described in Chapter II,
the state constitution limits counties
to indebtedness of 2 percent of fair
cash value of all property, while first
class cities are allowed up to 8 percent
of fair cash value.

Perceptions of tax problems and
solutions were clearly not uniform
throughout the county, and the differences can be related to the voting
patterns. The double taxation issue was
widely discussed, but Salt Lake City
residents, whose tax levy was highest,
apparently placed relatively greater
importance on it than residents of other
c1t1es.
Salt Lake City voters saw the
unification proposals as a reasonable
approach to obtaining tax equity, while
those in the other cities had overriding
concerns about other features of the
proposals.
Residents outside incorporated municipalities, cognizant of the
view of the tax issue in Salt Lake City,
would have to conclude that their
taxes would probably increase under the
new government, and would there fore
have reason to oppose the proposals.
Charter opponents were also able to
exploit the experience of the functional

Both charters were explicit in
granting the taxing powers of a first
class city to the unified government, a
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Table 4-5.

(Xl

N

Median total mill levy in Salt Lake County and communities.

Bluffdale City
Chest:erfield ImD
Draper City
Granger-Hunter ImD
Granite School Area b
Jordan School Area b
Kearns ImD
Magna ImD
Midvale City
Murray City
Riverton City
Salt Lake City
Sandy City
South Jordan City
South Salt Lake City
Taylorsville-Bennion ImD
West Jordan City
Average Levy
Standard Deviation
Range
Source:

1978 a

1975

1970

1960

1950

59.73
65.37
61.21
62.70

78.11
89.79
84.86
86.29
78.76
80.86
88.94
88.36
100.10
88.53
88.83
99.61
101.11
89.61
89.03
83.66
95.33

73.73
92.61
73.23
89.61
82.46
74.73
92.26
88.56
95.23
95.55
76.73
101. 65
95.93
78.73
94.36
87.11
91.58

51.20
77 .20
50.90
81.20
74.30
51.20
72 .20
83.50
70.20
82.80
54.70
82.20
75.90
54.70
91.85
82.70
66.55

32.20
43.50
32.20
43.50
43.50
32.20
44.50
44.50
49.20
63.90
36.20
55.80
49.20
36.20
56.50
43.50
36.20

70.78
13.49
50.90-91.85

43.69
9.17
32.20-63.90

58.77

61.57
64.20
63.58
67.66
56.97
61.49
65.96
65.16
62.36
61.13
61.01
62.71
62.44
2.71
56.97-67.66

88.93
6.92
78.11-101.11

Salt Lake County Auditor.

aSalt Lake County reassessments carried out in 1978.
bUnincorporated regions served by special districts.

87.30
8.97
73.23-101.65

reasonable complement to the assumption
of a first class city's responsibilities.
The enabling legislation for
alternative forms of county government
indicates the legislature's intent was
to grant this authority.
While the classification question
arose in both campaigns, the practical
implications were significant only in
1975.
A new government under that
charter and operating under the county
debt ceiling would have had very little
unused debt capacity to meet major
construction needs (Salt Lake County
Government Study Commission 1974).
In 1978, the property revaluation would
have provided the unified government
ample unused debt capacity under either
classification ceiling.
If the debt ceiling controversy had
any influence in the elections, it would
have been unfavorable for reorganization, casting doubt on the capacity of
the new government.
It is difficult to
assess the amount of influence the
problem may have had because its resolution either way did not carry any clear
geographical distribution that could be
related to voting patterns.
Community identity and local
control.
Opponents to the reorganizat on proposals countered slogans for
modern, efficient government with
slogans against big, bureaucratic
government and for responsive local
controls.
In practically every part of
the county, including the west and
central parts of Salt Lake City, some
variant of this issue was a major factor
in the opposition to reorganization.

efficient, and argued that it would not
be able to provide the personal attention to problems that customers in the
special districts received.
The
incorporated
municipalities,
other than Salt Lake City, would have
continued under both proposals unless
their residents elected to disincorporate.
On the surface, one might have
therefore expected voters in the smaller
cities to be indifferent to the reorganization.
However, voters were
apparently quite concerned with the
controls on city growth that could be
exercised by the new government, and
with other uncertainties in the relationships of the continuing municipal ities.
Both charters would have
suspended pending annexations and
subsequent annexations would have
required approval of the new council.
A city prerogative would have been
removed, and city officials suspected
that no significant expansions would be
allowed. Many of the smaller cities are
served by or share facilities with one
or more of the special districts that
would have been dissolved into the
reorganized government.
In the near
term, a 11 of the informal arrangements
that evolved would have been subject to
change, as would formal contracts once
their terms were over.
Opponents
of the proposals worried that the
continuing municipalities would be
more or less at the mercy of the unified
government, and that the price of
remaining outside the new government
would be less favorable contract terms.
Geographic representation in the
new governments bothered residents of
the smaller .communities who wished to
preserve community identities and
established decision structures. Representation on the councils was to be
based on population, with districts
redrawn after each census.
The resulting districts inevitably grouped communl.tl.es in a way that seemed to ignore
their separate identities.
Murray and
Midvale, for example, were grouped
into one community district by the 1975

Under both proposals the special
districts would have been dissolved, and
their responsibilities taken over by the
new government. Officials and employees
of these organizations were doubtless
concerned about their personal futures,
but they were also concerned about the
quality of services in their jurisdiction.
They disputed the claim that
a unified government would be more
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proposal.
Neighborhoods which had
resisted joining incorporated cities
might have been obliged to share the
same council representative.
Opponents
of the charter referred to participation
of city voters in elections for county
officials as "representation without
taxation."
In Salt Lake City the west
side and central city neighborhood
councils expressed concern that their
influence would be diluted under the
proposed system of unification (Salt
Lake Tribune 1978d).
The proposed
system of representation was controversial even among proponents of the
charters (Salt Lake County Go.vernment
Study Commission 1974») and probably
could never be structured to satisfy
demands of both community integrity and
fair proportional representation.

the apparently widespread belief that
service levels would have to be equal in
a 11 parts of the county (Salt Lake
Tribune 1978m).
Employment security. Although both
charters contained provisions for
protecting employees of jurisdictions
affected by the reorganization) the
protections against layoffs extended for
only one year.
With a premise that
reorganization of government would
improve
administrative efficiency)
government employees could hardly avoid
the conclusion that reductions in force
would be contemplated.
For many)
reduction in force not only reduced job
securi ty, but imp 1 ied lower service
quality.
Employees of the affected
governments thus had an incentive to
oppose the proposals and mobilize their
efforts through the resources of their
unions.
In a low budget campaign,
access to a such we II-organized and
fairly large group can have considerable
impact on the outcome (Timmins 1981).

Quality of services.
For all the
criticism of inefficiency and confusion,
proponents of the reorganizations were
unable to make a convincing case for
inadequacies in service that would be
corrected by a reorganized government.
Only was tewater treatment capaci ty was
considered a problem, but it is doubtful
that it was of much concern to the
general public in 1975, and by 1978 the
matter was being dealt with independently by mandate of the EPA.
There was concern, however, that
service levels would decline and costs
would increase.
In particular) residents on the unincorporated developing
fringe and sparsely populated areas were
concerned that local police and fire
stations would be merged into more
distant regional stations and the
manpower reduced.
This worry may have
cont ribu ted to the generally higher
percentage of opposition votes in these
unincorporated areas in the west part
of the county, as opposed to the longer
estab lished neighborhoods in the east.
However, city residents may have worried
that they would have to help pay for
service improvements in the county, as
cities claimed occurred after consolidat ion of city and county heal th departments.
This concern was heightened by

The Water
The manner and extent to which
water 1S factored into governmental
consolidation issues vary with the
governmental-demographic complex involved.
Some of the water issues that
contributed to the defeat of the two
attempts at consolidation in Salt Lake
County relate to unique circumstances
and concerns.
Although water issues
received considerable attention in the
campaigns, some of the underlying
concerns that motivated effective
opposition to the unification were not
publicized or emphasized in ways that
the general· pub li c recognized the i r
significance and were influenced directly by them.
As a subset of the overall campaign, issues of local control and
expensive government, consolidation of
water systems were not volatile to most
people.
Retail users of domestic water
and wastewater systems tend to view
water service much the same as electric
84

servl.ce.
So long as one can turn a
faucet and water of good quality flows
ou t and is carried away after use,
the individual user has little concern
for the organizational form used in
providing the service.
Thus, retail
users probably saw no great threat to
quali ty of water service as result of
consolidated or integrated management.
Individual users of a community water
supply sense no identifiable private
right that could be threatened by a
change in the managerial form. However,
people do develop an identification with
their communities and local governments
and a sense of ownership of service
facilities, which would dispose them
to favor existing locally provided
service over regional provision, and
to resist proposals that reduce local
discretion over "their" facilities
(Rosenbaum and Kammerer 1974; Hawley and
Zimmer 1970).

of wastewater services took a neutral
stance on the 1978 charter in order not
to disrupt the more certain, federally
mandated, planning process.
Consolidation advocates found
little to criticize in current water
delivery systems, but were concerned
about the organizational complexity
of water management, the independence of
water management from other community
problems, and the potential lack of
public accountability implied by this
arrangement. The study commission noted
that in 1973 16 governments and at least
10 private companies were involved in
the provision of domestic and industrial
water in Salt Lake County.
They proposed that
Water policy in Salt Lake
County ought to be developed
by a clearly visible elected
council, or a board responsible to an elected body.
which is also responsible
for the full spectrum of urban
county governmental problems.
Water policy needs to be
developed in context rather
than apart from other communi ty prob lems.
(Salt Lake
County Government Study
Commission 1974:1-12.)

Proponents of the consolidation
proposals stressed the need to reorganize both wastewater and water
supply in the county.
According to
the study commission, sewage treatment
and disposal had become "the County's
number one health problem tl (Salt Lake
County Government Study Commission
1974). As noted in Chapter III, many of
the wastewater treatment plants were
operating at or beyond capacity.
The
Jordan River and the Great Salt Lake,
the principal conduit and destination
respectively for treatment plant effluent, were growing steadily more
polluted.
There was a recognized need
for a construction program to increase
and upgrade wastewater treatment capacity.
The study commission doubted
that the 10 sewer service districts
would be able to finance or properly
pIa nth e e f for t.
By 1 9 78 the sewer
treatment problem had not appreciably
improved, but a regional solution had
been mandated (as a consequence of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972), and planning was
underway.
While the special service
districts continued to oppose consolidation, some advocates of regionalization

The managers of existing water
supply and wastewater systems and
community officials raised concerns
about the disposition of water rights,
imbalances in costs to provide service
to di fferent areas to be served by the
new urban government, imbalances in
indebtedness relative to varying conditions of facilities, and uncertainty
about financial. and operational changes.
Those in managerial or policy making
positions also worried about the abolition or diminution of their present
roles, should reorganization take
place.
Much of the argument in Opposl.tl.on
to government consolidation in Salt Lake
County could be grouped into two major

85

concerns, likely to emerge in any
similar campaign.
First, consolidation
proposals threaten agency identity and
autonomy, most obviously for the organizations to be merged. Second, reorganization disrupts established relationships and expectations for the continuing organizations.
The theoretical framework of Chapter III explains
that these reorganization outcomes are
diametrically opposed to organizational
goals.
Thus, water service organizations should not be expected to support
general government consolidation except
to avoid even worse problems.
In Salt
Lake County none of the water organizations were convinced that conditions
would be better under unified government
in either the 1975 or 1978 attempts.
A generally recognized water
problem in Salt Lake County, was that
of wastewater service and water quality.
Rapid population growth and increasing
population density forced conversion
from household septic tanks or discharges of raw sewage to public wastewater treatment systems.
In the unincorporated areas of the county,
this conversion took place during the
1950s and 1960s, with the formation of
several water and sewer improvement
districts.
Their plans were neither
well-coordinated nor visionary. Five of
the county's nine plants are within 3
miles of each other; four of the five
will have to be abandoned as too expensive to maintain. Several of the plants
operate beyond their design capacity and
cannot meet federal effluent standards.
But the sewer service agencies (both
municipal and special district) steadfastly opposed the consolidation proposals, and have generally been less
than enthusiastic participants in the
regional plan being implemented due to
pressure from the Environmental Protection Agency.
In water supply, a concern of
the continuing municipalities related to uncertainty of future development and availability of water with
the reorganized government.
These

uncertainties revolved around the
dependence of most water suppl iers on
the wholesale activities of the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City
and the Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District, and the (somewhat
related) possible disruption of politicalor financial support for the Central
Utah Project.
Salt Lake City residents generally
believe they have an abundant and secure
supply of water, with only the surplus
of the Salt Lake City Metropolitan Water
District possibly being threatened by
consolidation.
The non-city residents
receiving exchange water from Salt Lake
City (primarily Holladay Water Company
and Spring Creek Irrigation Company)
would have continued as before, because
termination of their contracts would
entail considerable expense for the city
or new government in development and
distribution from alternative sources.
The other non-city customers probably
saw little change in the uncertainty of
their service with or without consolidation.
Salt Lake City Water Department
customers thus had little to gain from
consolidation,
and the uncertainty
surrounding the metropolitan water
district surplus does not appear to
have aroused much voter interest.
The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District was established
to develop and supply culinary water to
residents in the unincorporated parts of
Salt Lake County, primarily on a wholesale basis.
It owns some sources, but
purchases significant amounts from the
Metropolitan Water District and has a
considerable stake in the Bonneville
Unit of the Central Utah Project.
By
the time of th~ consolidation proposals,
many of the water supply organizations
in the county relied on the conservancy
district for some of their water supply.
Among these were eight municipalities
(Bluffdale, Midvale, Murray, Riverton,
Sandy, South Jordan, South Salt Lake,
and West Jordan) and at least four
private companies (Bell Canyon Irrigation, North Dry Creek Irrigation,
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Herriman Pipeline, and White City Water)
that would not have been included
in the unified government.
While the
new government would have assumed
the conservancy district's contractual
obligations, these continuing organizations were no doubt concerned about
future prospects for service when their
contracts expired and new ones would
have to be negotiated.

governments involved in the supply and
distribution of drinking water in Salt
Lake County, supplies under the control
of Salt Lake City and its Metropolitan
Water District along with the Salt Lake
County WCD control over 80 percent of
the total water supply in the county.
As noted previously, their subscription
(or lack of one) to purchase Bonneville
Project water is crucial to the success
of that project.

The implications of consolidation
also worried officials of the Central
Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD),
a multicounty special district which
includes Salt Lake County, but was not
included in the reorganization.
The
CUWCD is the agent contracting with the
U.S. Department of the Interior for the
planning, design,
and construction
of the Central Utah Project (CUP).
The
Bonneville Unit of that project imports
water from the Colorado River Basin into
the Great Basin portion of Utah.
Most
of the water is earmarked for domestic
use by the communities along the Wasatch
Front.
More than two-thirds of the
domestic water developed in the Bonneville Project is expected to go to Salt
Lake County.
Although no individual
community in Salt Lake County had
petitioned for project water at the
time the unified governments were being
considered, the Salt Lake County WCD had
petitioned for 50,000 acre feet to meet
the projected needs of the incorporated
and unincorporated municipalities within
its service area.
Although an addit ional 20 ,000 acre feet had been earmarked for Salt Lake City, neither the
city nor the Salt Lake Metropolitan
Water District had petitioned to obtain
it, and appeared in no hurry to do so.
The Salt Lake County WCD, and the Salt
Lake Metropolitan Water District (with
boundaries coincident to Salt Lake
City) would have been dissolved under
the proposed unified government.
Such
agencies along with the water departments of the cities to be included
in the consolidation plan were to be
superseded by a unified water organizat ion which would assume an integrated
management role.
While there are 16

With unified government, the county
WCD petition for 50,000 acre feet of
water would presumably be assumed by the
new water organization.
While Salt
Lake City and the Metropolitan Water
District have always given verbal
support to the CUP, there was yet no
binding agreement for the purchase of
CUP water that would have been transferred to the new unified government.
Whether or not the new government would
proceed to petition for the quantity of
water reserved for Salt Lake City is
uncertain because some maintain that
ample developed and undeveloped sources
of supply can be obtained at considerably less cost than can CUP water.
Should a new government reexamine its
options from a regionally integrated
perspective, it might conclude that
additional subscriptions of Bonneville
project water were unnecessary.
Edward Clyde, a Salt Lake resident
and legal counsel to the Central Utah
WCD, the Salt Lake County WCD, the
Granger-Hunter Improvement District,
the Taylorsville-Bennion Improvement
District, and other water organizat ions
and communities, saw some potentially
ser~ous
problems growing out of the
movement for consolidation unless
certain understandings were formalized
in advance or'the plan of consolidation modified somewhat.
Mr. Clyde had
no particular objections to combining
general purpose governments, nor to the
consolidation of fragmented water
organizations serving the various
incorporated and unincorporated communities of Salt Lake County. He observed
that several cities were to be excluded
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73-9-17).
Inasmuch as the Salt Lake
County Water Conservancy District had
contracted with the Central Utah Water
Conservancy District for project water,
the authority to impose Class B taxes
exists within its boundaries and can be
activated at any time after notice of
water availability from the project is
given.
Mr. Clyde pointed out that
county areas outside the Salt Lake
County WCD have never had notice, nor an
opportunity to be heard, nor an opportunity to protest the inclusion of their
land in a special district for which a
Class B tax could be imposed.
Therefore, while ~he new government may
assume the contractual obligations of
the Sal t Lake County WCD, there is
serious question as to whether the
Central Utah WCD could levy a Class B
assessment on those areas of the new
government not previously in the Salt
Lake County WCD (Clyde 1977).

from the new government and their water
systems would not be a part of the
integrated management.
Yet, these
cities were being serviced (at least in
part) by the Salt Lake County WCD which
was being absorbed into the new governmental structure.
Mr. Clyde noted that
those cities not included in the consolidation had helped to pay for the
physical facilities and water requisitions of the Salt Lake County wen and
that their interests in the facilities
and their established entitlement to be
served may not be preserved in the
consolidation as proposed.
Mr. Clyde
be lieved this kind of vu 1 nerabi 1 ity
could be avoided if (1) the consolidation was total, i.e., all the cities
were a part of the new government, or
(2) the Salt Lake County wen was left
intact so that its relationship to the
communities left out of the new government would continue as before. Neither
of these options were accepted by
sponsors of the new government init'iative and so Mr. Clyde opposed the
consolidat ion.

Mr. Clyde also recognized that
several communities presently within
the Salt Lake County WCD, and potentially subject to the Class B levy
as a result of the contract for 50,000
acre feet of water with the Central
Utah WCD, would be left out of the new
unif ied government.
Thus, communities such as Riverton, South Jordan,
West Jordan, Sandy, Midvale, and parts
of Murray and South Salt Lake would be
released from the County WCD upon its
dissolution and no longer subject to the
Class B levy.
This unloosing of a
taxing potential already in place,
coupled with the serious obstacles to
the imposition of the Class B tax in
other areas of the new government
could portend a serious problem in
getting the financial guarantees needed
to meet CUWCD commitments.

Mr. Clyde was also effective 1n
articulating the problems that the
new government, in its proposed form,
might provoke for the Central Utah
Project (CUP).
The important CUPrelated concern expressed by Mr. Clyde
had to do with the possible upsetting of
taxing arrangements which he felt
necessary for the financial success of
the CUP.
Mr. Clyde believed that the financial integrity of the Bonneville Project
mandated the sale of a large amount of
municipal water at high price. He noted
that such repayment obligations cannot
possibly be met with the maximum allowable 2 mill general tax levy (Class A)
and that the special assessment in the
form of additional ad valorem taxes for
those subscribing for municipal water
would be necessary (Clyde 1977).
Such
taxes, designated as Class B taxes under
Utah Conservancy District law, may
be set as needed to assure repayment
of costs for water allotted (U.C.A.

Calvin L. Ramp ton , former Governor
of Utah, an attorney also familiar with
the political-institutional-legal
composition of the affected water
community, joined this debate on the
s ide of the proponent s of reorganization.
He was more confident than Mr.
Clyde that adequate provision had been
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made in the 1978 charter for resolving
the problems identified by Mr. Clyde
(Rampton 1978).
Governor Rampton
contended that Section 1.12 of the
proposed plan guaranteed that rights and
obligations would be unchanged and that
those communities within the county WCD,
but choosing to remain outside the
unified government, would be deprived of
nothing. Section 1.12 states that

Any waterworks, water rights
or sources of water supply
owned or controlled by a
Forme r Government shall be
preserved, maintained and
operated by the Unified
Government for the purpose of
supplying water to the inhabitants of the area of the
Former Government at reasonable charges to the extent
that such waterworks, water
rights, or sources of water
supply are required for such
purpose.

As to Mr. Clyde's concern for
losing the power to levy a Class B
tax assessment against property presently subject to that taxing power, Governor Rampton was of the opinion that
a change in governmental structure
would not affect that right.
He believed the formation of the unified
government would neither extend nor
restrict the lands upon which Class
B tax assessments by the CUWCD could be
levied.
Governor Rampton was of the
opinion that any financing arrangements
of the Central Utah WCD made prior to
unificat ion would continue and that
specific lands then subject to the Class
B tax levy would retain their entitlements to receive benefits from the
CUWCD.
Mr. Clyde felt that although the
financial base for repayment of CUP had
not been secured before unification, the
political coalitions in place were
moving in that direction.
Should these
political alignments be severed or
altered and the new countywide water
management unit develop different
perspectives about matching supplies and
demands, supply problems for the exc luded munic ipal i ties and q ues t ions
about the CUP option might surface. Mr.
Clyde seemed concerned that the new
government not offer any justification
or opportunity to reexamine or reopen
Bonneville Project expectations.
Governor Rampton and others likely
viewed the provision in Section 1.12 of
the Charter that water supplies would
cont inue to inhabitants "at reasonable
charges" and "to the extent ..• required
for such purpose" as a very reasonab Ie
and logical inclusion. That phraseology
may have bothered Mr. Clyde whose focus
was on the w~ter supplies of cities
outside of the new government, and
on securing repayment for CUWCD commitments to the Secretary of Interior
with charges being what they had to be
and regardless of requirement according to purpose.

(Sect ion 1.10 of the 1975 charter contained basically the same protection.)
Since the unified government would
succeed to the powers and duties of the
county WCD, any protections and contractual commitments these COmmunl.tl.es
had with the Salt Lake County WCD would
have been assumed by the new government.
Continuing municipalities would simply
deal with the new government rather than
the county WCD.
Governor Rampton said
this was true whether the rights were
reduced to contract or whether they
were equitable interests based on other
considerations including investment in
the capi tal fac i l it ies.
As to Mr.
Clyde's feeling that these communities needed to secure their water
entitlements by specific contracts
prior to the effective date of unificat ion, Governor Rampton encouraged th is
if these continuing municipalities felt
at all threatened, but believed such
action was not required in order to
preserve their position.

CUP
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Mr. Clyde had pointed out that the
obligation was substantially more

than $200,000,000 and that if lands
were not subject to the Class B tax,
an approval vote would be required
to assume that debt under a bonding
arrangement. Since residents of Salt
Lake City are not now being taxed for
water service (even though the Metropolitan Water District has authority to
impose ad valorem property taxes if
needed) , and since the city present ly
uses only about one-third of its presently owned Deer Creek project water,
there is some question as to whether
Salt Lake City voters would see the need
for the substantial investment required
to obtain CUP water. Mr. Clyde appreciated these realities, and from his
premise that CUP repayment was a crucial
consideration, his pos1t10n is understandable.
Governor Rampton may have
lacked the detailed insights to the CUP
situation, and, even if they were not
lacking, may not have shared Mr. Clyde's
attachment of importance to that issue.
The Water Issue as a Catalyst
What difference did the water controversy make on the election outcome?
The best estimate is that it contributed
to the defeat of the proposition, but
most observers believe it was not a
decisive factor. Even without the water
supply issue the propositions would
probab ly have been de feated.
Of the
principal spokesmen who debated water
issues, Governor Rampton surely had more
voter recognition, but his task-explaining why potential water supplies
were not threatened--was more difficult.
It is easier to raise doubts and uncertaint ies than it is to put them
to rest. On the other hand, Mr. Clyde's
access to the water community and to
many officials of cities and towns in
Salt Lake County provided an effect ive
system for communicating information in
opposition to the merger.

those c1t1es within the County WCD, but
to be exc luded from the new government
(initially, at least), he pointed out
that through their ad valorem taxes over
the years, they had contributed to the
Salt Lake County WCD's water system,
which, under the proposed unification,
would be transferred to an agency
of the new government. Thus, they would
lose their interest in the system and
their representation on the Board which
presently governs its utilization.
While assets would be transferred,
liabilities would not.
Thus, these
communities would remain saddled with
their proportionate share of the present
bonded indebtedness of the County
District (to be dissolved) which debt
would extend through the year 2017. Mr.
Clyde reminded these commun1t1es that
the Salt Lake County WCD allocation of
50,000 acre feet of CUP water was in
consideration of their own future needs.
Under unification, that subscription
would go to the new government and
would be made available to communit ies
outside the new government at its
sufferance.
Mr. Clyde said that since
the balance of CUP water earmarked for
Salt Lake County was reserved for the
Metropolitan Water District of Salt
Lake City (which would be dissolved
in the unification) opportunity for
communi ties not inc luded in the new
government to receive ~ CUP water
would be impaired.
Mr. Clyde also
pointed out that if the new unified
government were classed as a city, it
would be subject to constitutional
restraints on water sales outside its
boundaries so that those communities
not included in the new government
would be unable to contract with it for
a primary wat.er supply. These arguments
cast doubts on the protections that were
provided in 'the charter and which
Governor Rampton argued were adequate.
The water issue thus provided a
concrete focus for election rhetoric.
The details of the issue were complicated and no doubt escaped the majority
of the voters, but the details could be
reduc ed to· slogans connecting wat er

Mr. Clyde made several te lling
points which may have added to the
resolve of those interests already
opposed to consolidation on other
grounds (Clyde 1977, 1978a, 1978b). To
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supply and local control of community
growth with water development and Utah's
Colorado River entitlement (obtained
through the CUp).

that urban services should be provided
by incorporated cities, and city boundaries should be extended to areas that
require such services.
The law also
requires that cities adopt an annexation
policy, indicating the anticipated areas
of expansion, outlines basic annexation
procedures, and provides for resolution
of confl icts by a boundary commiss ion
(U.C.A. 10-2-402).
The law has not
solved all of the annexation problems
in the county, but it has ended the
"secret" annexat ions that made planning
difficult, and it has slowed the pace of
annexations, established a mechanism
for conflict resolution (League of
Women Voters 1980).

Postscript
The defeat of the consolidation
proposals left unresolved many of Salt
Lake County's local government problems.
Proposals to alleviate them have continued at a steady pace. The day after
the election the Salt Lake City and
County Commissions held their regular
meetings, and both promised to pursue
functional consolidation in several
areas, including personnel, parks, fire
protection, and some aspects of law
enforcement (Salt Lake Tribune 1978h).
Generally, county residents have preferred, or have been more successful
at, less comprehensive adjustments.

The configuration of water organizations in the county has changed
little since 1978, but pressures for
change are apparent.
The regional
wastewater plan is proceeding toward
completion, but with the sewer agencies
offering only limited cooperation at
times.
Water deliveries from the
Central Utah Project have yet to arrive
to Salt Lake County, and the delay has
become a significant concern for the
board of the Salt Lake County WCD.
Consequently, the Salt Lake County WCD
board passed a resolution to withdraw
its petition for water, and withdraw
from the Central Utah WCD if deliveries
do not begin by 1985 (Utah Waterline
1983).
The manager of the Salt Lake
County WCD has endorsed the concept of a
regional water management agency in the
county, but the idea has not been
actively pursued.
The district did
participate with Salt Lake City and the
Salt Lake Metropolitan Water District in
a comprehensive survey of the county's
water sources, which provided a preliminary cost· estimate for developing
unappropriated water sources (Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake
City, et al. 1982). This may be a step
in the direction of regional planning
and deve lopment of water suppl ies, to
supplement the informal but extensive
operating cooperation.

In September of 1978 (before the
unification election), voters rejected a
proposed Bonneville City, which would
have incorporated into one city all of
the county not already incorporated.
Voters returned to the polls again in
March of 1979, this time to reject the
adoption of an urban county form of
county government.
Salt Lake County
voters have thus rejected all three
forms of county government alternative
to the traditional one.
Salt Lake City
voters, however, adopted a council-mayor
form of city government in 1979.
The community of Bluffdale incorporated in 1978 Shortly after the
consolidation election.
West Valley
City followed in 1980, after an earlier,
unsuccessful attempt, and Magna residents are currently (983) debating
incorporation. Thus, most of the county
population west of the Jordan River now
resides in incorporated municipalities.
The annexat ion cont roversy was
addressed by the state legislature
in the Boundary Commission Act of 1979.
The Act reasserts the traditional view
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Regionalism and Fragmentation

and water uses, and (e)
coordinate planning, design,
development, and operation of
regional water supply systems.
A water supply utility serving
on a regional basis usually
can meet customer service
requirements more efficiently and, in most cases, at
substantially lower rates.
Regionwide water supply
management systems also offer
advantages for:
(a) making
better use of capacity as
drought insurance; (b) stimulating economic adjustments
in industrial use; (c) encouraging development of other
technological
opportunities;
(d) expanding the revenue
basis.
(Koelzer and Bigler
1975:43-44. )

Perspectives vary widely on the
regionalism and fragmentation nature of
the metropolitan community, its problems, and the appropriate governmental
organization for dealing with them.
Some emphasize interdependencies and
areawide problems and advocate government unification, and others emphasize
the heterogenei ty of interes ts and
advocate intergovernmental compet~t~on
as the best way to achieve responsive,
efficient government (Hallman 1977).
With few exceptions (Whipple 1977), the
literature indicates that water management professionals favor regionalized
water management in metropolitan areas.
Bauer (1971) observed that water resource problems are a "classic example
of areawide problems that are intens ified by urbanization" and require an
areawide authority for sound resolution.
Albertson, Taylor, and Tucker (1971)
predicted a trend of mergers of local
municipal water utilities to take
advantage of economies of scale.
Koelzer and Bigler (1975) envision a
similar future, as local water agencies
are forced to develop increasingly
distant supply sources.
As justifications for areawide water authorities,
they argue that

This regional orientation to water
management was characteristic of consolidation advocates in Salt Lake
County, as shown in Chapter IV, and has
been Common even in writings independent
of the reorganization campaigns.
For
example, Hely, Mower, and Harr (971)
argued that groundwater withdrawals are
usually the first problem of water
resources interdependence to emerge in
urbanization.
Optimum development of
the total resource should lend to larger
groundwater withdrawals when surface
supplies are deficient and smaller
withdrawals when surface water is
abundant.
They argued that Salt Lake
County could use existing groundwater
storage to much greater advantage, but
"the management needed to achieve this
goal may be difficult when the water
supply function is divided among many
independent water supply systems, some

Cooperation may be needed to
develop regional water supply systems of inter-state
and inter-river basin character in order to (a) avoid
duplication,
(b) achieve
economies of scale, (c)
develop appropriate costsharing and financing arrangements, (d) rationally establish priorities between
competing jurisdictions
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of which supply only surface water and
some only ground water" (He ly, Mower.
and Harr 1971:6).
In spite of the broad consensus on
the advantages of regional urban water
resources management. it is seldom found
in practice.
In general, the reason
for the pattern of fragmented organization is that local government develops
in response to the most pressing problems.
Hydrologic interdependencies
seldom emerge as significant problems
until after the patterns of urban
settlement have been established.
Municipal water supply and wastewater
systems are thus generally organized as
a local response to local needs, grow
incrementally, and often develop a
tradition of community identity and
loyalty before the advantages of an
areawide perspective begin to emerge.
If metropolitan development typically leads to fragmented water management, determining appropriate ways to
change existing organizations is at
least as important as determining what
the outlines of water management organization should be. In order to carry out
the overall objectives of this study,
the local government reorganizat ion
alternative of consolidation or unification was examined.
Factors in
water management were identified that
might playa role in such general
government reorganization.
The overall
conclusion supports research findings
from other government conso 1 idat ion
studies (Murphy and Warren 1974):
comprehensive
consolidation
proposals
requiring voter support are likely to be
rej ec ted.
Therefore, such schemes
cannot be recommended as a generally
effective strategy for overall local
government reform or for water management reorganization.
They are feasible
only under special circumstances.
Of the range of actions that might
be taken to alleviate the problems of
metropolitan growth, a general consolidation or unification of local governments is the most radical solution.

Thus, Rosenbaum and Kammerer (1974)
pattern their theory of the conditions
for successful consolidation after a
model of revolutionary change.
According to their theory, three broad conditions must be satisfied to mobilize
sufficient voter support for consolidation:
1) a crisis climate created by
persuasive public evidence that local
government is not adequately dealing
with emerging, ser10US problems; 2) a
power deflation brought on by a growing
lack of confidence in local government
from sectors of traditional support;
and 3) an accelerator, or
dramatic
event like a major scandal, that can be
exploited by proponents of change. None
of these conditions was satisfied in the
Salt Lake County campaigns. As problems
grew serious enough to stimulate public
debate (tax equity, annexations, water
quality), some measure was taken which
at least lessened the impact (judicial
action, legislative action, federal
intervention).
Most of the elected
officials in. the various government
jurisdictions opposed the reorganization, but for reasons consonant with the
interests of traditional bases of
support.
Finally, no major cr1S1S or
scandal emerged during the campaigns
which could be exploited by reorganization proponents.

a

The Salt Lake Study
Leaders of water organizations in
Salt Lake County were opposed to the
reorganizat ion proposals.
A simi lar
reaction to local government reorganizat ion in other metropolitan areas could
be expected from water organizations
with comparable institutional complexity
(Murphy and Warren 1974:40).
Where
water services 'are provided by numerous
agencies, metropolitan growth will
almost inevitably necessitate a variety
of cooperative agreements.
It will not
be practical for general government
reorganization proposals to specify the
replacement for all agreements in which
one or more parties are dissolved, and
this lack of specificity increases
uncertainties that managers wish to
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avoid (Doerksen 1977).
(Even if the
details could be spelled out in advance
it is not c lear that water manager
support would increase.)

This is not to say that water
organizations are inherently opposed
to local government restructuring.
Two
of the leading water organization
opponents of the Salt Lake County
reorganization have voiced support for
the concept of a regional or metropolitan water authority, and there are
instances of water services playing a
major role ~n local government reorganization.
For example, Hallman
(1977:25) notes that

between 1868 and 1874
cit i zen s i n the tow n s 0 f
Roxbury, Dorchester, Charleston, Brighton, and West
Roxbury, des irous of a bet ter
water supply, voted to become
part of Boston, and Hyde Park
joined in 1911.
Los Angeles
aggressively used water
politics to get nine previously independent cities to merge
during its peak period of
expansion from 1909 to 1927.
Among other major cities
in this period, Cleveland
absorbed eleven small municipalities, Chicago fifteen,
Denver thirteen and Seattle
fourteen.

In all of these cases, however, the
changes were accomplished in several
steps rather than in one comprehensive
reform.
The advantage of the former
approach is that it allows reform
proposals to address a smaller set of
objections. In Salt Lake County, on the
other hand, the charters contained
provisions that affected different
aspects of the operations of all the
various water service organizations,
creating a variety of features to which
they might object.

Water Service Jurisdictions
Boundary concerns were evident for
both the organizations to be merged and
the continuing municipalities.
When
boundaries are dissolved and jurisdictions merged, some change in the
exercise of government powers must take
place, while orderly transiti~n dictates
that some established patterns be
maintained.
The Salt Lake County
reorganization charters specified that
rights and obligations of the former
governments would be transferred to the
new government, but a strict adherence
to previous arrangements would surely
have removed much of the management
flexibility that was to have been a
primary advantage of reorganization.
Thus, the ultimate effect on some of the
estab lished arrangements was uncertain.
The attorney for the Metropolitan Water
District, for example, expressed the
concern that Salt Lake City residents
could not maintain exclusive control of
the then surplus city water rights (Salt
Lake Tribune 1978h). Once the city and
unincorporated county merged, the unused
city rights might extend equally over
the new jurisdiction.
The continuing
municipalities and supporters of the
Central Utah Project were concerned
about the results of dissolving the Salt
Lake County Water Conservancy District.
Most of the continuing municipalities
were within the boundaries of the
district, which is a precondition of
receiving water from it.
Since the
municipalities would have been outside
of the unified government, the terms of
their contracts with the district could
not have been preserved in every respect.
The municipalities were concerned that the delivery obligations
would be interpreted to be weaker than
previously and that additional supplies
would be more difficult to obtain.
These prospects posed a threat to
continuing growth in the county's
sma ller cit ies.
Some supporters of the
CUP argued that the merger of the Salt
Lake County WCD with the new government would shrink the revenue base of
the Central Utah WCD because its Class
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B tax authority would be limited to
the area of the former county WCD, less
the continuing municipalities.
It
should be pointed out that the above
arguments of a legal nature were not
well understood by the voters.

must be tapped for additional supplies.
Water service organizations are likely
to have entered into cooperative agreements for developing and delivering
water before general government reorganization reaches the public agenda.
Third, the long planning and construction time frames of large water projects
require substantial investments well in
advance of any returns, and, consequently, emphasis must be placed on stable
institutional arrangements.
Organizations heavily committed to the completion of such projects will naturally be
wary of any reorganization plan that
might interrupt project momentum and
jeopardize investments already made. In
addition, the arrangements that secure
project stability are likely to lead to
the identification of the project with
jurisdictional boundaries that residents
are reluctant to give up, as in Salt
Lake City's view of the Provo River
project (Deer Creek Reservoir). Finally, government consolidation implies
that local governments will have to give
up something.
The loss will generally
be more easily identified than the
gain, unless conditions have become
quite bad.
Together, these aspects
of water supply suggest that the metropolitan water service industry is
unlikely to be satisfied by proposals
for local government reorganization.

Water Plant Constraints
Conveyance system adequacy did not
surface as an issue distinct from
adequacy of water supply.
The latter
is a contentious issue, and can be
described as the central water issue in
Salt Lake County, to which most of the
others are related. Because an adequate
water supply is necessary for continued
growth, and growth is usually associated
with prosperity, community leaders in
the Salt Lake Valley regard access to a
dependable water supply to be crucial in
controlling their future.
Each of the
communities had reached conclusions and
taken some action on them regarding the
location of the most promising water
sources and the best means of delivering
them. For most of the county outside of
Salt Lake City, expectations of future
supply were tied to the Salt Lake County
Water Conservancy District, and both the
district and Salt Lake City's expectations were tied to the Central Utah
Project. The unification charters would
have disrupted the network of water
service relationships that had grown up
over two decades, and the continuing
municipalities were particularly concerned about their future entitlements
and the loss of their equity interest in
the district's water rights and distribution facilities.

Wat.er Quality and Treatment
The adequacy of water qual ity and
wastewater treatment capacity were
important concerns to proponents of the
1975 charter, but the issue was seldom
mentioned by supporters of the 1978
proposal.
Somewhat ironically, commitment to the r~gional wastewater treatment plan, mandated under EPA regulations, neutralized part of the unification plan support (but not the opposition), and may have weakened the campaign overall.
As Murphy and Warren
(1974:40) observe, "functional consolidation of services on a departmental
basis
may inhibit a complete consolidation effort later on by easing the

Functional Cooperation
Several features of the Salt Lake
County water supply situation are likely
to be found in other areas considering
local government restructuring.
First,
water supply will be important to
community growth, and local governments
will therefore want control over their
supply. Second, incentives for cooperation in water development increase
substantially as more distant sources
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more burdensome service responsibilities
of local government."
If comprehensive reorganization
schemes depending on voter support are
likely to fail, other means must be
considered by those who wish to restructure metropolitan water management.
Salt Lake County's development provides some lessons and illustrates the
rationale for the most frequently made
recommendations. One of the more common
observations is that regionalization is
apt to be gradual (Koelzer and Bigler
1975).
The reasons are not only the
local affiliations that make regionalization politically difficult, but
include settlement patterns and natural
features that determine economic feasibility. The advantages of water management consolidation in the Salt Lake
Valley were much different in 1930 than
they are now because separated population concentrations often make local
systems economically preferable (Clark
1979) •
Thus, pat terns 0 f growth make
organizations with less than areawide
authority reasonable responses to early
service needs. Moreover, even a regional water authority would be inclined to
recognize geographic subdivisions based
on natural features, such as drainage
patterns and subsurface geology, that
affect service costs.
Salt Lake City
officials point with some pride to the
continued use of the first pipeline laid
by the water department, in Parley's
Canyon over 100 years ago (Haymond
1983), while west of the Jordan River
pipelines are estimated to have a
useful lifespan of approximately 20
years.
Recommendations for gradual change
are usually accompanied by hesitancy to
favor a particular form of areawide
authority (Koelzer and Bigler 1974).
One study (Hein, Keys, and Robbins 1974)
favors a two-tiered arrangement because
it secures the advantages of both
regional economie sand loca 1 au tonomy,
and is therefore likely to be politically satisfactory.
The general idea is
found in Salt Lake County, with the

water conservancy district providing
water treatment and who lesale supp1 ies
to municipalities, special districts,
and private water utilities who operate
retail distribution systems.
The
problem is that the district lacks the
authority for areawide management.
Ideally, the evolution of metropolitan
water institutions should be in the
direction of an authority with a jurisdiction large enough to internalize
areawide problems and powers adequate to
pursue areawide solu t ions (Advi sory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 1974).

Federal-State Responses

The Salt Lake County experience
demonstrates that metropolitan growth
will create incentives for even fragmented water serVlces to initiate cooperative measures to overcome problems
that spillover agency boundaries.
But
it would be over-optimistic to assume
that voluntary cooperative ventures
inevitably lead to an optimal arrangement.
Organizational features that may
facilitate one objective can inadvertent ly hinder others.
These f ac tors
will generally require state or federal
action to remove the obstacles to
reorganization they create.
The most
obvious measure is the more or less
direct ly imposed solution, such as the
areawide wastewater treatment planning
required under federal water pollution
control laws.
Drinking water standards
promulgated under the Clean Water Act
are less direct, but more stringent
standards require additional facilities
that are clearly more burdensome for
small systems' (Clark 1979).
State
imposed regional solutions are also
possible, and some writers suggest that
state legislatures will have to initiate
most future comprehensive reforms
(Murphy and Warren 1974; Marando 1979).
It is unlikely, however, that a state
legislature would act to restructure
metropolitan government without substantial local support.
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In fact, the Utah legislature has
shown a willingness to act quickly to
enact legislation to enable local
governments to deal with their problems.
But features of both the state constitution and statutes appear to hinder some
structural reforms of local government
water management.
It appears now, in
retrospect, that the reliance on independent special districts rather than
county government for providing water
services outside municipalities was
somewhat short-sighted. A more flexible
approach would have been to authorize
counties to create special service
districts much earlier than 1969.
Local services could still have been
provided through local organizations,
but adaptations of service areas and
facilities to new residents, leading
eventually to a regional perspective,
would have been easier under the direct ion of the county commission.
Moreover, there is little evidence to
support the claim by special district
supporters that the water districts are
somehow closer to the people or provide
better services than general purpose
government agencies (Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations 1964;
Salt Lake County Government Study
Commission 1974).

various devices that insulate the
organization from other influences.
Property tax levies to pay facilities construction debt, for example,
provides financial security for projects
and the security of an equity interest
for property owners, but the same
interests inhibit extension of the
service without special concessions.
The Utah constitutional restriction on
alienation of municipal water rights
protects a city's domestic water supply,
but inhibits the movement of water
rights even if a municipality desires
it.
The issue in both cases is whether
the protection and security obtained
is worth the loss of management flexibility.
Wherever an organization designed
for a large scale project interacts with
general purpose local governments, if
the projec t has any influence on local
government, one would expect it to be
favorable for unification.
The challenge that organization leaders face is
to preserve a coalition of support for
the project, both locally and nationally, over a very long construction
period.
Thus, local government changes
that might erode local support would
clearly be undesirable, so reorganizat ion proposals have to be regarded as
potential threats to project completion.

Financial and Organizational
Stability

Large projects demand a degree of
institutional stability to which local
governments are unaccustomed and which
may become an unwanted constraint.
The
result in Utah is that the interest in
protecting investments already made and
in satisfying repayment obligations
inadvertently conflict with local
government reorganization in Salt Lake
County. Altho~gh the conflict described
in this report was probably too subtle
to have been a decisive issue, it
mobilized opposition from individuals
who might otherwise have been neutral or
even supporters of unification.

The creation of special organizations and financial arrangements seems
to be a necessary concomitant of constructing large projects, and it seems
reasonable to expect that large projects
for water supply and wastewater treatment will be needed in urbanizing
areas. However, it should be recognized
that such projects become a focus of
political affiliations and interests.
More consideration needs to be given to
what interests will be focused by
authorizing
certain
organizational
form s, and the a p pro p ria ten e s s 0 f
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